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Abstract

Environmental ethics 1s the study of the values and attitudes that guide the way we
behave towards nature. Such studies are critical to addressing environmental and natural
resource problems because value judgements are decisive when formulating decisions
regarding the natural environment, whether by an individual or at policy-making level.
This thesis 1s an exploratory study of environmental ethics, and local and centralised
natural resource decision-making, in four rural Newfoundland communities. It examines
the values associated with, attitudes towards, and uses of local wetlands in the context of
a culture that has relied upon, and to varying degrees continues to rely on, local raw
resources. In order to investigate the role that values assume in policy-making, a
community level wetlands™ stewardship programme, initiated from government level in
two of the four study communities, is examined. This programme is also used as a case
study of ethics 1n participatory community management.

This thesis adopts the culturalist view of the construct of people-human relations
by focusing on how peoples’ valuations of the natural environment are affected by the
way they engage with nature through their activities in it. The broad range of values in
local wetlands that are held by community members, and which bear significantly on
decision-making stances, are predominantly connected to the uses people make of their
local wetlands. The tradition of, and modern hunter-gatherer use of the local environs
may foster an awareness of the connection between humans and the natural environment,
and develop a stewardship ethic based on both anthropocentric concerns to protect natural
resources for future use. and also a moral concern for nature. Promoting appreciative uses

and values of the natural environment may be effective for an increasingly detached-
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from-nature society but can lead to a separation from. and a privileging of specific aspects
of nature. It can also foster a form of ethical elitism that can marginalise, and ignore the
role traditionally developed ethics can play in addressing resource dilemmas.

This form of elitism can judge local practices rather than understand them for
what they are. It i1s also imperative to critically analyse the ethics of environmental
policies so they can be evaluated for what they are, and whose interests they prioritise.
Because the Municipal Wetlands Stewardship programme, as policy, is value laden, and
as participatory management retains the ‘right” value judgement, it marginalises the ethics
of local stewardship practices, or traditional ecological knowledge (TEK). To the extent
that a group’s traditional reliance on local resources has developed an intimate knowledge
of, and relationship with local nature, these ethics can be considered as TEK. To the
extent that, 1n a resource dependent society, we need an ethic that tells us as much about
using nature as much as not using it, and the right values are those that have ensured the
community’s survival, these values can be considered TEK. To the extent that the
rationale for studying TEK is the need to develop an environmental ethic by learning
from the wisdom of holders of this knowledge, such ethics should be considered TEK.

Studying MWS highlights how policies enabling local concern should be built on
the recognition that the value of localities to their inhabitants can form a powerful motive
for environmental stewardship, but also how it constricts the avenues for the participation
of TEK holders, and ultimately its effectiveness, by being value-laden and retaining the
ethical autonomy within the arrangement. In concluding that local resource management
can be built around historically developed and deeply felt concerns, it is shown that this 1s

a legitimate strategy, both ethically and practically.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Environmental Values: A Brief Introduction

The desert, including the barrens and (I would even say) especially those,

appeals to me. | see in it purity, timelessness, a generosity of mind and

spirit. In the tropical forest, where life is displayed in all its diversity and

luxuriance, all I can see and smell is decay and death. The rainforest is

clearly not my niche on earth.

Yi-Fu Tuan

In his book, Topophilia: A Study of Environmental Perceptions, Attitudes, and
Values, Tuan (1990) confesses his feelings towards tropical rainforests to illustrate the
objectives of the discussion that follows it; to explore the differences in environmental
attitudes and values between cultures, social groups within those cultures, and
individuals. A group or individual may value the natural environment, or one particular
area or aspect of that environment, for reasons as diverse as its importance as an
economic resource base, to the much less tangible and definable ‘object of profound
attachment and love’ (Tuan, 1990). It surely follows that some benefit must be conveyed
in order for that environment to be valued; it must possess some utility tied to a specific
goal (Burningham and O’Brien, 1994), be it material wealth or psychological
contentment. Clearly, Yi-Fu Tuan does not possess any spiritual attachment to rainforests,
and they neither assure him nor givi 11m great pleasure to be in their midst. Yet one
cannot conclude either that these environments have no value for him, that he cares
nothing about whether or not they continue to exist. He may indeed care, and care greatly,

for that value to him may be founded on a belief in their importance as timber resources,

or on scientifically derived knowledge that tropical rainforests play an important






1.2 Thesis Objectives

This thesis 1s a study of environmental values. attitudes, and behaviour among
members of the four rural Newfoundland communities of Gambo. Glovertown,
Stephenville Crossing, and Parsons Pond. This thesis explores the relationship between
these variables, and considers their consequences for environmental decision-making,
both at local and centralised policy-making level. First settling on the i1sland in the
sixteenth century, Newfoundland’s European colonial population has for centuries
depended on its local natural environs for subsistence activities such as hunting,
gathering, and small-scale farming (Overton, 1980; Omohundro, 1994). The focus of this
thesis 1s on the ways in which people belonging to a culture of historic connection to the
land relate to their natural environment, how these relations are changing in the face of
the pressures of modernity, and the implications for management of that environment.

The primary context for this study of ethics is a comparative analysis of a
contemporary, formal (or formally named) stewardship initiative, and informal, local
stewardship. By formal, reference is made to the Municipal Wetlands Stewardship
(MWS) programme initiated at local level in a number of Newfoundland communities by
an agency of the provincial government. By informal or local, reference is made to the
ethics underlying modern practices of local resource use, potentially developed over
generations in rural Newfoundland. In this context, this thesis explores the applicability of
the assumptions made in the theoretical literature regarding environmental ethics, and the
practical outcomes of such value orientations in the specific context of rural
Newfoundland. Further, it explores the reverse relationship, that is, the effect of the uses

of wetlands encouraged by this formal stewardship programme, and the effect of intimate












The irony appears in the presence of any misperception or assertion that natural
resource and environmental management, backed by reductionist and quantifiable
science, 1s somehow value-free. While 1t is possible to present an argument that Pinchot’s
influence created a forestry profession, and indeed other resource professions. based on
anthropocentric management ethics (Norton, 1991) — technically and quantitatively
managing resources and valuing nature in terms of its potential for economic exploitation
— for now the more important concept to grasp is that nature is valued in a particular way
by managers that fulfils a particular, value-laden purpose. Their decisions are made in a
manner that reflects one or more value orientations or dominant philosophical views of
nature. Pinchot (1987), for example, referred to the “economic motivation behind true
Forestry™ (p. 28), reflecting a management style founded on a dominant philosophical
view of nature valued in terms of its economic, materialistic and wealth benefits.

Since resource management often concerns maximised measurable outputs of
product, the manager’s professional task may seem to involve no value judgment (Norton,
1991). However, to sugg.st that, merely because the assessment of natural resources has
been conducted in a scientific manner, decisions pertaining to them are value-free is a
fallacy. It is, in itself, a value-laden choice to frame management practices by science
rather than, for example, experiential knowledge (Tuan, 1990). In any case, how one
chooses to interpret and use scientific ‘fact’ is fundamentally value laden (Parker, 1995).
Just deciding what is significant and worthy of measurement involves some degree of
subjectivity (Bonnes and Bonaiuto, 1995). Frankena (1983) observed that disagreements
between technical experts more commonly emphasise explicit value issues than they do

factual information and unquestionable truth. Moreover, how human culture should fit














































































by the author. The predicted depth and complexity of nature relationships dictated such an
approach and avoided forcing respondents into hypothesised rigid categories rather than
real world situations (Norton, 1991). Overall, since no measuring instrument has emerged
as standard in the field of environmental attitudes (Stern, 1992), an approach was adopted
based on McCracken’s (1988) interview technique, designed to explore undefined
information. Results from these qualitative responses are accordingly not merely
presented in numbers.

Having identified the local wetland with which they were most familiar,
respondents were questioned, for example, about their perceptions of its importance, how
they used 1t, and how and by whom it should be managed. A number of questions overlap
or are restatements of other questions in different ways so that: 1) no important
information was excluded and; 2) consistency in responses could be checked. The basic
semi-structured interview is presented in Appendix 1. The questions, presented in the
interview sheet, were posed by the interviewer in a manner that reflected the objective of
creating an informal atmosphere, whereby the respondent felt comfortable to develop and
express his or her own ideas, and more fully articulate his or her opinions. While the
interviewer used the question sheet to ensure that all areas were covered, he or she
avoided the systematic execution of each question and the drawing of attention to the
question sheet, in favour of choosing questions relevant to the issues that the respondent
was raising at the time. Notes were taken (written adjacent to the appropriate question)
and later more formally written up.

When reading the chapters that follow, it should be remembered that this

relatively unstructured and unspecific approach to data gathering produced a great deal of
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The fen areas feed Penney’s Brook at the edge of the park, which flows northwest
into Alexander Bay. The system of trails includes observation points and seating areas,
interpretive signs, and points of interest celebrating the heritage of Glovertown. The
locally highly publicised development of the area to a park was made possible by a
donation of $500.000 in 1996 by the nephew of the late Ken Diamond of Glovertown.
The park belongs to, and 1s maintained by, the town, relying entirely on its citizens, and
organised committees thereof, to make decisions pertaining to the park.

Other wetlands discussed include Saunders Cove ‘Marsh’, a bog and popular
cabin area, also providing some moose hunting opportunities. The bog and fenland areas
around Maccles Lake, however, are the most popular hunting areas. The sloping
grassland and bog areas extending east from the lake, approximately 5 km along either
side of Maccles Brook, known as ‘Grassy Leads’, provide an abundance of caribou and
geese, and are also used for salmon and trout fishing, and wood-cutting (see Figure 3.5).
3.2.3 Stephenville Crossing

Stephenville Crossing (see Figures 3.6 and 3.7), population 1,993 (2001), 1s
located on St. George’s Bay, near the eastern edge of the Port au Port Isthmus on the west
coast of Newfoundland, approximately 790km from St. John’s and within 10km of the
urban centre of Stephenville (pop. 7,109 in 2001) (see Figure 3.1). First settled as a
farming community, and later a centre for loggers and railway labourers, the town owes
1ts name and existence to the location of the railway junction for Stephenville and the Port
au Port Peninsula (www .k12.ca/assumption/history.html). The town also benefited from
being the health care centre for Stephenville and region (Smallwood, 1981). In addition to

the railway, the opening of a pulp and paper mill in Stephenville provided employment
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after 1925. The development of the US Air Base at Stephenville during World War 2
meant that Stephenville Crossing became an important transhipment point for mail,
supplies, and travellers (Smallwood, 1981). The Air Base significantly benefited
Stephenville Crossing economically until its closure in 1966. The employment impacts of
its closure, followed by the relocation of the hospital to Stephenville and closure of the
railway in 1988 were only partially offset by the construction of the Labrador Linerboard
mill (now an Abitibi Consolidated paper production mill). In addition to employment at
the mill, and at the town’s College of the North Atlantic campus, Stephenville Crossing
continues to rely on other sources of employment in nearby Stephenville, seeing itself
more as a dormitory or retirement community rather than attracting industry itself
(Stephenville Crossing Stewardship Leader No. 1). The community also benefits from
passing tourist traffic attracted to the beaches and ‘The Sanctuary’ (see below).
3.2.3.1 Wetlands

An MWS agreement was signed by the town of Stephenville Crossing in April,
1995, and incorporates 11,559 acres of wetlands in the municipality, of which 3,526 acres
make up the management zone, deemed as the most critical wetland habitat (see appendix
4). The town council plays a key role in the functioning of the agreement — six of the
councillors at the time of the fieldwork were also members of the Stephenville Crossing
Environmental Conservation Committee. The agreement has been kept in council hands
and separate from the issues of that committee (Stephenville Crossing Stewardship
Leader No. 2).

Located on St. George’s Bay. the stewardship area possesses an expanse of sandy

beaches and salt-water marshes, the most noteworthy being the shallow estuarine waters
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of Nardeney’s Pond, traversed by the disused Canadian National Railway ‘Gut Bridge’,
within walking distance from the centre of the community. The area is locally known as
‘The Sanctuary’ due to hunting regulations imposed (the original proposal to protect the
waterfowl in the area that were not already protected by provincial hunting legislation
pre-dated the stewardship agreement). The enormous number of bird species seen in the
area has attracted the attention of bird enthusiasts as far away as the U.S. (Stephenville
Crossing Stewardship Leader No. 2). While plans for the construction of boardwalks,
interpretation sites, and observation points have yet to materialise, the old railway bed
provides a ready-made trail for visitors and walkers or birdwatchers in the community.

At the time of the fieldwork, the town plan had not been amended since the
signing of the agreement. However, the municipal shoreline is already recognised by the
council as sensitive, and is protected from backfilling and construction. Since the town
imposed new regulations in June 2000, ATVs may only be used on the T Railway itself.

Also part of the agreement is the small wetland area k' own as ‘The Prairie’,
which is a brackish pond in the centre of the community. The Prairie was “‘one huge
septic tank” (Stephenville Crossing Stewardship Leader No. 2), which the town had
begun to backfill and use as a ballpark. It was a group of Girl Guides in 1994 who
petitioned the mayor of the time to help protect the ducks sti using that area. This led,
via the involvement and under the guidance of the EHJV, to restoration of the area to its
original pond / marsh state. The backfill has been moved to increase the open water, used
to contour the riparian zone, and to allow the planting of trees and shrubs, which provide
waterfowl and wildlife cover

(www.gov.nf.ca/tcr/wildlife/ComProfile/StephenvilleCrossi :.htm). Subsequently, trails,
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footbridges, observation points, and nesting boxes have been constructed, and it has
become ‘‘the major focus of the (stewardship) agreement’ (Stephenville Crossing
Stewardship Leader No. 2). Also in the community 1s Seal Cove Brook, flowing past the
old people’s home into St. George’s Bay, and creating swamp areas that provide habitat
for birds and other wildlife.

The large expanses of wetland areas outside of the community, particularly the
ponds, bogs and fenlands to the east of the community, between Bottom and Southwest
Brooks, which feed into St. George’s River, provide popular moose and duck hunting
locations.

3.2.4 Parsons Pond

Parsons Pond (Figures 3.8 and 3.9), population 427 (2001), is situated
approximately 10km north of Gros Morne National Park on the Great Northern Peninsula,
and approximately 760km from St. John's (see Figure 3.1). It is isolated from major
urban centres: Deer Lake, 120km south, represents the closest large community (pop.
4,769 in 2001); Corner Brook (pop. 20,103 in 2001) is a further 50km to the southwest.
Parsons Pond was originally a fishing and lobster settlement. Lobster fishing remains an
important employer in the town, and 1s now supplemented by some tourist services,
primarily in the form of two outfitting businesses and a boat tour operation. However,
Parsons Pond has not been able to exploit the expansion in tourism to the Peninsula to the
same degree as nearby Cow Head or Rocky Harbour. There is one modest tourist
accommodation facility in Parsons Pond, compared with 16 in Rocky Harbour and 3

(including a 55 unit establishment open year round) in Cow Head.









Interest in exploiting the o1l resources in the vicinity of the community began as
early as the nineteenth century. Renewed interest, since the late 1980"s, culminated in an
information and mining session held at Cow Head by the Department of Mines and
Energy in April 1998 (Red Ochre Regional Board Inc., 1998). While there have been
some encouraging drilling results, currently there are no plans to begin oil production
(Parsons Pond Community Leader No. 1).
3.2.4.1 Wetlands

Notable wetland areas in the community of Parsons Pond include ‘The Shoals’,
the estuarine marshes, frequented by a number of duck species, at the edge of Parsons
Pond River close to the centre of the town, and the freshwater marshes around Moulting
Pond. There is an expanse of domed bog areas interspersed with small bodies of standing
water or ‘flashetts’ west of Moulting Pond and lying around the large Parsons Pond that
shares its name with the town and feeds Parsons Pond River. These areas provide moose
and duck hunting, and eel and salmon fishing. Parsons Pond is an important staging area
for a large number of migratory waterfowl. Further out of town, and east toward the Long
Range Mountains, ‘Inner Leads’ or ‘Five Mile Exit’ are the local names used for a vast
bog and fenland terrain. This area 1s popular for cabins, and is known locally for its
abundance of moose and caribou, ducks and geese, as well as salmon in the feeder rivers
(see Figure 3.7). Although paved or unpaved roads run close to the wetland areas close to

the community, access to them is not facilitated by way of any trails or boardwalks.
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Table 3.1: Selected 2001 Census Population and Income Characteristics, and
Comparative Community Sample Data

Gambo Glovertown Stephenville Parsons Pond
Crossing
2001 Sample 2001 Sample 2001 Sample 2001 Sample
Census 20) Census 27) Census 20) Census (16)
Land Area (Sq. 92.07 70.18 31.20 12.63
Km)
Population 2.084 N/A 2.163 N/A 1,993 N/A 427 N/A
0, change 96-01 -10.9 N/A -5.6 N/A -12.7 N/A -19.4 N/A
91-96 -6.3 N/A +0.7 N/A +5.1 N/A -8.3 N/A
Gender (30) (30) (30) (30)
Male 49% 60% 49% 77% 49% 83% 51% 63%
Female 51% 40% 51% 23% 51% 7% 49% 37%
Age (20) (25) (20) (15)
18-35 N/A 10% N/A 8% N/A 5% N/A 20%
36-50 N/A 25% N/A 20% N/A 45% N/A 27%
51-69 N/A 55% N/A 64% N/A 45% N/A 47%
70+ N/A 10% N/A 4% N/A 5% N/A 7%
Education (18) (25) (20) - (13)
Level
Less than high 42% 50% 36% 32% 42% 45% 76% 69%
school
High school 21% 11% 17% 20% 13% 10% 8% 15%
graduate
Trade diploma 21% 11% 23% 4% 26% 25% 12% -
or certificate
College dip. or 8% N/A 10% N/A 10% N/A 4% N/A
certificate
University N/A 17% N/A 4% N/A 15% - N/A
without degree
University 9% 6% 14% 28% 9% 5% - 15%
graduate
Post graduate N/A 6% N/A 8% N/A - N/A -
Unemplovment 26.8% N/A 25.7% N/A 32.8% N/A 63.6% N/A
Rate
Income From 33.5% N/A 31.7% N/A 36.9% N/A 49.9% N/A
Gov’t Transfer
Household (11) (20) (14) (13)
Income
Under 30,000 N/A 27% N/A 5% N/A 57% N/A 85%
30.000-59.999 N/A 55% N/A 85% N/A 36% N/A 15%
60.000-89.999 N/A % N/A 5% N/A 7% N/A -
Over 90.000 N/A 9% N/A 5% N/A - N/A -
Median 27,326 N/A 30,067 N/A 21,250 N/A 22.683 N/A
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3.4 Economic Climate

Community population data from the 2001 Census illustrate that all four
communities experienced a population decline during the period 1996-2001. These
declines are most significantly a direct result of outmigration (rather than high mortality
or low birth rates) and, when combined with higher than national average unemployment,
lower income levels, and greater reliance on government transfer payments, reasonably
reflect the overall economic climate of rural Newfoundland.

Both Parsons Pond and Stephenville Crossing have significantly lower median
household income levels than the other two communities. While the Parsons Pond levels
are not the lowest, i1t 1s useful to consider other indicators in order to obtain a more
accurate picture of the economic climate in Parsons Pond relative to the other three
communities. The make-up of households may distort this figure (according to the 1996
Census data category that is not yet available for the 2001 Census, there are more
multiple family households) since it possesses the lowest individual incomes, exhibit the
highest incidence of low income (1996 figures only available), and is the most dependent
on government transfer payments. Additionally, Parsons Pond appears to be the least
sustainable (the most threatened) community, as measured by outmigration rates. Its
population not only declined over both census periods, but dropped by over 19% between
1996 and 2001, reflecting the constrained economic opportunities for members of the
community. The unemployment rate of nearly 64% is by far the highest of all
communities, being almost twice the level of the next highest rate of unemployment
found in Stephenville Crossing. Moreover, the perception of a community in decline, or

lack of economic confidence, is likely fuelled by the fact that in such a small and tight
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knit community as Parsons Pond, most residents will be at least acquainted with, and
aware of each person moving out. Also of note is that, unlike the other three communities
where primary natural resource occupations were rare, more than half the respondents in
Parsons Pond. who provided this information, worked at occupations such as woodsman,

fisherman, or hunting guide.

Notes

1. *Significant’ wetlands, that is those that are included in the community descriptions, are deemed so by
the frequency by which they were discussed in each community sample, or they were identified by local
‘experts’ not selected for the study sample (such as conservation officers, or others frequently mentioned by
the sample as knowledgeable on wetland issues) as ecologically or otherwise important. Local names used
for the areas mentioned frequently differ from those appearing on published maps. Further investigation, by
way of visiting the wetlands, and conversations with local *experts’ grounded the information provided by
the sample.
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Chapter 4: Results and Discussion

4.1 Chapter Overview

This chapter concurrently presents and discusses selected quantitative and
qualitative data gathered by interviews and questionnaires in the four communities. The
initial focus 1s a presentation of the one-dimensional data, for example, the reasons
wetlands hold value for the members of these communities, the manner in which people
use them, their ‘environmental values’, and their stances on particular issues such as
tourism use of natural areas and the use of all-terrain vehicles (ATVs). Stance on
economic development at the expense of the wetland, and articulation of concern for
pressures and threats to the wetland are employed as measures of environmental concern.
These levels of concern are subsequently compared with various data categories, such as
use, or manner of perceived value in the wetland, in order to identify trends in outcomes
or consequences (for the wetland, or natural environment generally) associated with such
variables. The extent to which ‘environmental value’ orientations, that is eco- or
anthropocentrism, predict levels of environmental concern in the four communities is
identified, as are significant ‘non-environmental values’ and commitments, such as socio-
economic (economic trade-off stance), cultural and political stances (for example,
perceptions of authority and regulations, and desire for decision-making autonomy).

While employed to reveal trends that are explored further, the statistical
significance of the quantitative data is limited due to the small sample sizes of each
community, and 1s considered ancillary to the subsequent discussion of the qualitative

interview data.
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Separate discussions of each community highlight such i1ssues as the ethical
consequences of appreciative use by way of identifying the goals sought and values
associated with facilitated appreciative access to wetlands, and the values that the MWS
programme encourages. The data gathered in Parsons Pond, the most distinct community
in terms of population, isolation, economy, and use of the wetlands, provide the basis for
a more thorough discussion of one community’s environmental ethics, drawing
conclusions that exemplify the need for a better understanding of local systems of
resource use, and the ethics underlying those systems. Finally, this chapter draws together
the data pertaining to MWS, and appreciative and hunting use of wetlands, considering
the environmental constituencies associated with each, and the applicability of the
normative ethics’ assumptions made regarding uses, their influence on environmental

concern, and association with value orientation.

4.2 Utilities Associated with Wetlands

The range of reasons for the respondents’ chosen wetland possessing value were
identified from each respondent’s uses for that wetland and reasoning for their preference
for that wetland to remain preserved or expression that it is an asset, where applicable.
These reasons are referred to as ‘utilities’, and all perceived values of, and uses for the
wetland, whether or not a respondent actually undertakes those uses, are included.
4.2.1 Categorising utilities responses

Following identification of the respondents’ perceived utilities, each utility was
then classified. The classification system, together with examples of responses falling into

each category, i1s shown in Table 4.1.
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A. Relational,
Psychological
or Intrinsic

B. Wildlife

C. Continuity

D. Natural
Functions

E. Appreciative
Use

F.
Unelaborated
Social Benefit

Table 4.1: Classification of Utilities

The wetland is valued because of the derived psychological benefit of
the wetland, or the knowledge that the wetland exists, including explicit
reference to feelings or emotional responses, otherwise similarly
relating to nature, or an indication that the wetland should be preserved
for its own sake. E.g., “‘I get a feeling of reward out there all alone. It is

important to know it is there”; “walking through wetlands has a peace
and tranquillity with it that you can enjoy.”

The wetland 1s valued because 1t provides habitat for wildlife, where
wildlife is valued of itself and not primarily for hunting purposes. E.g.,
“Yes, (1t 1s important to preserve the wetland) for wildlife if nothing
else’; *‘(It 1s an asset because) birds nest there, (it is important to
preserve the wetland) to maintain the bird population”, where that

respondent is neither a hunter nor cited hunting as a utility.

The wetland is valued because it possesses unelaborated importance as
part of the heritage of the area, has always been part of the community,
or is considered unique. E.g. “(The wetland) should stay as it has been

for thousands of years™; “I don’t like to see the landscape change, I like
things left as they are.”

Recognition of the ecological importance of wetlands, excluding “for
wildlife”, but including natural functions that benefit humans. E.g.,
“Yes, (1t 1s important to preserve that wetland) for the importance of the

wetland ecosystem. We cannot live without other species™; “(It 1s an
asset because) the bog helps the water 1n the ponds.”

The wetland 1s used for, or cited as valuable for reasons such as
walking and hiking, or reference is made to its aesthetic quality. E.g.
“Yes (1t 1s important to preserve the wetland), if only for walking and
looking’’; It (the wetland) is interesting for children, they can study
insects and see plants.”

The wetland has social value because 1t is a meeting place or provides
the opportunity for families to spend time together, not merely
possessing hunting or recreational benefit. E.g. “(The wetland is an
asset because) i1t gets families out of the house and spending time
together™; ““It 1s a place to interact with other people.”

Continued...
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G. Direct,
Tangible Use

H. Economic
Value

1. No Utility

4.2.2 Results

Table 4.1 (Continued)

The wetland is used for, or cited as valuable for consumptive reasons
such as hunting, fishing, and berry picking, and concern for its value to
wildlife 1s at least implicitly linked to such uses. Included also are
mechanised uses such as for ATV’s (all-terrain vehicles) or ski-doos.
and / or the wetland 1s used as a pathway or crossing point by this
method of transport. Other tangible benefits include school uses for
education, but exclude direct economic benefit. E.g., ““(The wetland i1s
an asset) for moose hunting’’; *“(The wetland i1s worth preserving) for
wildlife, ducks, geese, moose” where these were cited as resources
linked to hunting activities.

The wetland is valued because of its economic value such as its status
as a tourist attraction. E.g. “(The wetland is an asset) for tourism, one
of the most important things is to cater to tourists’; ““It (the wetland)
provides free recreation. You can leave the house and don’t need any
money.”’

The wetland is perceived to be unimportant and possesses no value to
the respondent or other member of the community.

Table 4.2: Percentages of Cited Utilities by Categories

A. B. C. D. E. F. G. Ga. H. 1.
Relat’l, W’life Con’y Nat. App- Unelab. Direct, Cons. Econ. No
Psych’] Fect’'n Use Social Tangible ex. Value  Utility
or Benefit Use berry
Intrinsic pick’g
Gambo 6 11 3 14 10 0 29 14 2 i
(20%) (37%)  (10%) (47%) (33%) (0%) (97%) (47%) (7%) (3%)
Glovert'n 10 11 4 13 23 3 24 18 13 1
(33%) (37%)  (13%)  (43%) (77%) (10%) (80%) (60%)  (43%) (3%)
Steph. 6 16 3 10 27 3 25 14 12 0
Crossing (20%) (53%) (10%)  (33%) (90%) (10%) (83%) (47%)  (40%) (%)
P. Pond 2 1 5 5 6 0 29 28 4 1
(7%0) (3%0) (17%)  (17%)  (20%) (0%) (97%) (93%%)  (13%) (3%)

63



Table 4.2 shows the prevalence of each cited utility for each community.
Bracketed figures indicate the percentage of respondents who cited each utility and total
greater than 100% in each community as most respondents cited more than one category
of utility. The results are shown with an additional sub-category, ‘Ga’, of direct, tangible
use, representing only hunting and fishing.

The results indicate a broad range of values associated with local wetlands. Every
category is represented in all communities except Gambo and Parsons Pond, where the
utility of ‘unelaborated social benefit’ was not cited. Examining patterns of category
choice between the four communities, Parsons Pond responses exhibit the greatest
variation. The only utility of significance in this community, that is, was cited by more
than 20% of its members, is tangible and direct benefit, made up almost entirely of
hunting use. At least 80% of respondents in all four communities identified such a
benefit, making it the most commonly cited utility in all communities except Stephenville
Crossing. However, when the consumptive category is reduced to include only hunting
and fishing, only Parsons Pond remains at this level. Responses from this community also
differ noticeably by citing intrinsic, natural functions, appreciative use, and wildlife
values less than the other three communities. However, it may be misleading to suggest
that residents of Parsons Pond do not value wildlife for its own sake. It is not possible,
from the data alone, to ascertain how many of the 97% of residents in this community
citing consumptive use as a value of the wetland would also refer to the importance of
wildlife regardless of their benefit in terms of hunting value to the community.

Gambo respondents too exhibit a degree of variance to the overall pattern, tending

less to cite appreciative use and economic value of the wetland. Thus, Glovertown and
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Stephenville Crossing exhibit the most similar patterns of perceived utilities. In particular,
the appreciative and economic value categories are significantly more highly represented

in these communities’ responses.

4.3 Use of Wetlands

This step refines the above identification of general utilities to discuss only those
uses that are actually undertaken by the respondent, rather than a perceived utility that
may accrue to someone else or to non-human nature.
4.3.1 Categorising responses

Following Hendee (1969), Dunlap and Heffernan (1975), and others, respondents
are categorised as appreciative or consumptive users, or non-users. The category of
combination users, included here, represents those who participate in both appreciative
and consumptive uses. Table 4.3 additionally reports a further, ‘mechanised only’, use
category representing those that use ATVs and ski-doos on the wetlands, and report no
other use. Those categorised as ‘mechanised only’ did not expand their answers
sufficiently to ascertain whether they undertake these uses for appreciative purposes or
kill-extraction, or merely use the wetland for crossing to other destinations. Thus, such
users cannot satisfactorily be categorised as either appreciative or consumptive. Where
appreciative and / or consumptive users also report using ATVs or ski-doos on the
wetlands, these respondents are only categorised as appreciative and / or consumptive,
despite their use of motorised vehicles. Respondents who have previously used the
wetland area but, for whatever reason do not currently, are categorised as non-users. It is

possible that a number of respondents who use wetlands for consumptive purposes also
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use them appreciatively; while undertaking these consumptive uses they “‘just like being
out there” (Gambo Respondent No. 1). A number of the sample did respond in this way
and are categorised as ‘combination users’. However, where no such reference is made,
respondents are categorised as ‘consumptive only’ along with those who indicated that
they would not use the area if there were no hunting, or similarly consumptive
opportunities.

There are data on the direct uses the wetlands have for 117 of the 120 respondents.
The remaining 3 respondents are excluded because one respondent visits an area but did
not state his / her purpose, one respondent lives on a wetland, and one visits the wetland
only because that 1s where his / her cabin is located. Results are shown in Table 4.3.
4.3.2 Results

Table 4.3: Uses of Wetlands by Categories

Appreciative  Consumptive Combination Mechanised Non Users
Only Only Only
Gambo 4 13 4 2 5
(n=28) (14%) (46%) (14%) (7%) (18%)
Glovertown 16 8 4 0 2
(n=30) (53%) (27%) (13%) (0%) (7%)
S. Crossing 17 4 6 0 2
(n=29) (59%) (14%) (21%) (0%) (7%)
P. Pond 0 19 2 0 9
(n=30) (0%) (63%) (7%) (0%) (30%)

It is clear from comparing Table 4.3 with Table 4.2 that in all four communities
more people perceive appreciative and consumptive benefits than actually undertake such
activities directly themselves. This remains the case for both types of users when

combination users are double counted with both appreciative and consumptive users.
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There 1s a comparatively high degree of consumptive use in Parsons Pond (19, or
63%. of the respondents are solely consumptive users and a further 2 combine this with
appreciative uses) where, 1n total 21 (70%) of the respondents use the wetlands for
consumptive purposes. Further, there 1s an extremely low level of appreciative usage,
with only 2 (7%) respondents combining appreciative and consumptive use, and not one
Parsons Pond respondent visiting the area for appreciative use only. This 1s in comparison
to Gambo where 17 (61%) use the area consumptively and 8 (29%) respondents use the
area appreciatively (these figures include 4 who use the area both consumptively and
appreciatively), Glovertown, where 12 (40%) use the area consumptively and 20 (67%)
use the area appreciatively (4 both consumptively and appreciatively), and Stephenville
Crossing, where 10 (35%) use the area consumptively, but only 4 (14%) for consumptive
purposes alone, and 23 (79%) use the area appreciatively, 17 (59%) exclusively for this
purpose.

The lower levels of both consumptive utility and use in Glovertown and
Stephenville Crossing are most likely a result of the tendency for these communities’
members to choose KDMP and ‘The Sanctuary” as the wetland with which they are most
familiar. These two wetland areas are primarily used for appreciative recreational
activities and indeed restrict consumptive uses (particularly hunting) by prohibitions
(berry picking and fishing continue to be undertaken, and some hunting activities appear
to be carried out in wetland areas further back from the residential areas of Stephenville
Crossing, and thus allowable under provincial hunting regulations, but were described by
respondents as part of ‘The Sanctuary’). Between these two communities that possess

wetland ‘parks’, patterns of both utilities cited and uses undertaken exhibit the greatest
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similarities. However, despite also possessing wetland trails close to the community, there

is not as high a prevalence of appreciative use or utility in Gambo.

4.4 Environmental Values (Questionnaire Data)

The data presented in this section are gathered from the 82 returned values’
questionnaires. Responses are scored on a Lichert Scale 1-5, where the score of 1 is
attributed to a ‘strongly disagree’ response, and 5 to a ‘strongly agree’ response. The total
of 29 questions is made up of 12 that measure the respondents’ degree of ecocentrism, 8
the degree of anthropocentrism, and 9 the degree of apathy toward environmental issues.
Averages 1n each value category are arrived at by dividing the sum of the scores by the
number of questions relating to that category. Therefore, a score of 5 for a respondent in
the ecocentric category would represent a respondent who strongly agreed with all
questions in that category, and tends most strongly toward ecocentrism. Similarly, scores
of 5 would indicate the strongest degrees of anthropocentrism and apathy for responses in
these categories.

4.4.1 Results
The average ecocentric, anthropocentric, and apathetic scores of the sample, and

between communities, are shown in Table 4.4, normalised in Table 4.5.
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Table 4.4: Overall and Community Averages

Ecocentric Anthropocentric Apathetic

Gambo 4.24 3.32 2.39
Glovertown 4.19 3.36 2.20
Steph. Crossing 4.46 3.47 1.82
Parsons Pond 4.44 3.48 2.27
Community

Average 4.33 3.40 2.17
Individual

Average 4.31 3.40 2.17

Table 4.5: Normalised Community Averages

Ecocentric Anthropocentric Apathetic
STDEV 0.14 0.08 0.25
Gambo -0.67 -1.09 0.90
Glovertown -1.04 -0.61 0.11
Steph. Crossing 0.93 0.%81 -1.42
Parsons Pond 0.78 0.89 0.41

Table 4.5 suggests that the community members of both Stephenville Crossing
and Parsons Pond exhibit a higher valuation of the natural environment, both
ecocentrically (+0.93 and +0.78 respectively) and ar 1ropocentrically (+0.81 and +0.89)
than those in Gambo and Glovertown. Stephenville Crossing exhibits a significantly
lower degree of apathy (-1.42) than the other three communities, particularly Gambo
(+0.90).

The appearance of Stephenville Crossing and Parsons Pond community members
valuing the environment more in both anthropocenti : and e centric terms is not

necessarily illogical or an indication of the unreliab ty of tI questionnaire scores. The
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Gambo Respondent (No. 10): /t’s part of our region. It would be negative to destroy
something that is part of our area, but if a use was economically positive, I would
consider this effective use.

These questionnaire results are further utilised below > compare value

orientations with interview derived attitude, value, and use categories.

4.5 Choice of Preservation or Non-Preservation: General and Trade-Off Responses

Between communities, only Parsons Pond (60%) ex] »its less than 90% of
respondents perceiving preservation of their chosen wetland as important, as shown in
Appendix 5.1. However, this general tendency to express su ort for the preservation of
the wetlands may indicate little about the depth of the respondents’ attitudes toward the
wetlands since the question is not posed in any specific context, and does not imply that
these communities will all work to preserve the wetlands un :r any circumstances.

The trade-off question sought to frame opinions reg: ing the preservation of the
wetlands in an economic context, offering an economic ince ive at the expense of the
wetland (see semi-structured interview questions, Appendix ), since it 1S economic
forces that, above all else, underlie environmental conflicts. _urvey results from research
elsewhere suggest that environmental concern is widespread. but inaction is the norm due
to the cost of engaging in pro-environmental behaviours (G non hompson and Barton,
1994). Similarly, the overall general tendency, found in the ita, to want the wetlands to
be preserved is not mirrored when such a question is posed  a specific context, that is, in
the context of the opportunity cost relinquished through pre rvation. Table 4.6 shows the

responses to the economic / environment trade-off question >sed to the sample.
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4.5.1 Categorising trade-off responses
Where respondents specifically stated that the development could go elsewhere,
these responses are categorised with those who declined the trade-off, since 1t 1s not clear
whether the latter also consider (although did not state) that such a development could be
placed elsewhere and wish their chosen area to remain protected. Since respondents were
asked to speak of a specific wetland area rather than wetlands in general, stances
pertaining to the specific protection of one wetland area remain in the same category.
The trade-off question was introduced after the beginning of the study in Gambo
and, while respondents not posed this question were contacted by mail, 7 did not reply.
Hence data are missing for these 7 Gambo respondents.
4.5.2 Results

Table 4.6: Economic Trade-Off Responses

Trade-off accepted Trade-off declined Don’t know
Gambo 11 11 1
(n=23) (48%) (48%) (4%)
Glovertown 7 19 4
(n=30) (23%) (63%) (13%)
Stephenville Crossing 10 16 4
(n=30) (33%) (53%) (13%)
Parsons Pond 25 3 2
(n=30) (83%) (10%) (7%)

In Glovertown and Stephenville Crossing respondents tend to decline the
economic trade-off in favour of preservation of the wetlands (63% and 53% respectively),

while Gambo respondents were evenly split. Among Parsons Pond respondents, however,

72



there 1s a very strong tendency to accept the economic trade-off (83% as opposedto 1 %
who decline).

The responses to the general question about the importance of preservation to the
sample, compared with those to the trade-off question, display the importance of posing
attitudinal questions, and analysing responses in more specific contexts. In addition, prior
to this question, respondents were asked whether or not they would oppose the
construction of a building on or adjacent to the wetland, with no further context
presented. Responses to this general question differed significantly from the subsequent
question relating to a specific development that would bring employment to the
community. Opposition to development of the wetlands decreased when an economic
incentive was introduced, since the trade-off question forced the respondents to attend to
specific consequences of preservation. In rural Newfoundland, these consequences may
equate to continuing economic hardship and outmigration:

Interviewer: If a proposal was put forward to fill in the wetland and develop the area, in a
manner that would be of economic benefit to the community, would you support the
venture, or still feel the wetland should be protected?

Stephenville Crossing Respondent (No. 5): (Has a son who had just graduated university)
I don't like that people can’t stay at home, but vou can’t destroy it. It is a deep question. |
Jeel that if we do that, then we have nothing. I'm for finding a job somewhere else when
Yyou can always come back.

Gambo Respondent (No. 3): Preservation would be nice, but with unemployvment in this
region at the rate it is now, I would prefer to see development.

Interviewer: How important do you think it is to protect the wetland for future

generations?

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 26): Yeah, 1'd like to keep evervthing the way it was, 1
guess, but if it was outweighed by jobs...anvthing that can provide a job should be done.
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Despite the question requiring, what was for many, a difficult either / or response,
few refused to take a stance, and only one respondent expressed the opinion that this
question presented a false dichotomy between the economy and the environment:
Interviewer: If a proposal was put forward to fill in the wetland and develop the area, in a
manner that would be of economic benefit to the community, would you support the
venture, or still feel the wetland should be protected?

Stephenville Crossing Respondent (No. 10): This trade-off set is not real. There are some
things unique here, but we need to economically sustain this place. Yes (1 would support
the venture), but we don 't need that (manner of development) ro go into wetlands.

4.6 Relationship Between Environmental Value Orientation and Trade-Off Decision

Given that ecocentrism implies the choice of preservation of the natural
environment regardless of the economic value that it may hold, and that the
anthropocentric position includes such a manner of valuation, it was expected that those
exhibiting stronger ecocentric orientations would tend to choose to decline the trade-off,
and vice-versa. Similarly, those that are less apathetic toward issues of the natural
environment would be expected to tend to decline the trade-off.

4.6.1 Results

As shown in Table 4.7, the expected correlation between trade-off response and
ecocentric orientation, is consistent among Gambo, Glovertown, and Stephenville
Crossing respondents. Trade-off acceptors in these three communities all exhibit lower
ecocentric scores than decliners, and in Glovertown and Stephenville Crossing this group
also exhibit stronger anthropocentric orientations. Similarly, trade-off acceptors are more

apathetic than those who declined the trade-off.
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In Parsons Pond, acceptors exhibit ecocentric and anthropocentric scores
comparable to all of its community members, likely because so few declined the trade-
off. Given that ecocentrism is associated with broader concern for environmental quality
(both in theory and reflected in the above data for Gambo. Glovertown, and Stephenville
Crossing), and that Parsons Pond respondents as a whole exhibit comparatively high
ecocentric scores, these results suggest that it is despite ecocentric orientations in Parsons

Pond that trade-offs are accepted by members of this community.

Table 4.7: Comparison of Value Scores and of Trade-Off Decisions

Ecocentric Anthropocentric Apathetic
Gambo
STDEV 0.48 0.49 0.84
Accept -0.63 -0.02 0.32
Don't Know Lack of Data
Decline 0.40 0.02 -0.20
Glovertown
STDEV 0.42 0.79 0.67
Accept -0.80 0.23 0.32
Don't Know -0.72 -0.08 0.31
Decline 0.46 -0.08 -0.19
Steph. Crossing
STDEV 0.45 0.89 0.54
Accept -0.53 0.36 0.78
Don't Know 0.28 -0.37 -0.79
Deccline 0.21 -0.06 -0.28
Parsons Pond
STDEV 0.34 0.65 0.50
Accept -0.02 0.11 -0.04
Don't Know Lack of Data
Decline Lack of Data
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4.7 Perceptions of Authority, Autonomy, and Regulations

This section links the data gathered regarding views of decision-making authority,
autonomy, and environmental regulations, in order to examine their relationship with
local attitudes and local decision-making, and their consequences for stewardship or co-
management initiatives. For example, if the essence of good stewardship is the acceptance
of responsibility (Roach, 2000), then the effectiveness of such a model would be
informed by the level of desire for local autonomy over the natural environment.

4.7.1 Choice of level of decision-making authority and involvement in decision-
making

Appendices 5.2 and 5.3 show the samples’ preferred level of decision-making
authority for the wetlands, willingness to involve themselves in the decision-making
process, and past or present involvement in environmentally-related activities.
4.7.1.1 Categorising Responses

The decision-making authority level data are drawn solely from responses to the
question: “What level of authority do you think should be primarily responsible for
making decisions pertaining to that wetland?”” Respondents specifically choosing either
federal or provincial government are grouped together as ‘government level’ since
frequently no distinction was made between levels of government. The ‘no choice’
category includes those who responded ‘nobody’, ‘don’t care’, or ‘don’t know’ to the
above question. Data on the samples’ willingness to involve themselves in the decision-
making process are simply derived from ‘yes’, ‘no’, or ‘don’t know’ responses to the
question “Would you be willing to be involved in the management of that wetland?”

‘Environmental activities’ include general pro-environmental practices, such as recycling,
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in addition to activities specific to the local wetlands, such as bird counting, clean-up. or
involvement in its management.
4.7.1.2 Results

Among the four communities, only Gambo exhibits a majority (53%) choosing the
government as their preferred level of decision-making authority for the wetlands.
Respondents in the other three communities tend to choose local level or a combination of
local and government levels. Stephenville Crossing respondents, in particular, appear to
most strongly favour local level (53%).

Although such a question was not specifically asked of the samples, unsolicited
opinions reflecting a resentment of government resource management, or general
perception of mismanagement of resources, such as “The government manages resource
very poorly. Look at the fishery” (Gambo Respondent No. 13) were scarce. However,
some respondents did expand on their answers to allow the identification of their
motivations behind their choice of government level. While there are insufficient numbers
within each community to make these motivations statistically valid, it is informative to
report them, since these choices are not only based on percept ns that the government
represents the most effective level of management. They are ¢ .0 motivated by
perceptions that the government should be responsible for fun ng such initiatives, and
merely because respondents are apathetic toward wetland mar gement issues, as well as
the enforcement power that the government hold in comparisc to local level
management.

The data gathered regarding the samples™ willingness  be involved in decision-

making suggest that the majority of respondents in all comm .ties would be prepared to
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be involved in decision-making. That some degree of partnership with, or consultation by
government authorities 1s deemed important by the samples 1s encouraging for
stewardship and other participatory management initiatives. It is recognised that it is
easier to respond ‘yes’ to such a question than actually move to act, and respondents may
feel obliged to respond affirmatively. Indeed, a minority in all communities except
Glovertown actually are, or have been involved in environmental activities. However,
qualitative responses, even in Parsons Pond, where respondents appear least prepared to
involve themselves in the management of wetland resources (60%), do often include
expressions of independence and awareness of the worth of their own knowledge:
Interviewer: Do vou think that the current level of protection is sufficient, insufficient, or
too stringent?
Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 3): /'d like to see more protection, but I don’t want to see
some bureaucrat who's never stepped on a marsh telling us what to do. It has to be
thought out really carefully.
Interviewer: Who do yvou think should be responsible for managing that area?
Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 24): People here know more about the area than someone
else. They should listen to the people who know.
Interviewer: Do you think that the current level of protection is sufficient, insufficient, or
100 stringent?
Parsons Pond Respondent (no. 5): I don't agree with the ATV bog rules. You can't
compare us with someone in St. John's. It'’s responsible here.

Finally, the lower level of interest expressed by Parsons Pond respondents to

involve themselves in the management of the wetlands in the interview responses needs
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to be considered in the context of the qualitative data. The view that human management

1S an unnecessary interference arose:

Interviewer: How do vou feel about initiatives to increase fish and wil
wetland?

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 21): The wildlife does fine by itself.
Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 10): Nature should take care of it. Lec

go tampering with it. When vou start to change the course of nature y
happens.

4.7.2 Relationship between involvement in environmental activiti
decisions and value orientations

As a test of the attitude-behaviour connection, that 1s, between
and involvement in environmental activities, the relationship between
1s shown in Appendix 5.4.
4.7.2.1 Results

The relationship between trade-off stance and involvement in
activities is inconsistent between communities. In Gambo, 100% of't
such activities expressed concern for the wetlands by declining the t1
20% of those not involved. This compares with an even split between
decliners in the community as a whole. However, in Glovertown, St
and Parsons Pond there is little difference in acceptance rates betwee
those not involved, both groups mirroring closely the responses the ¢
as a whole.

Although there is a correlation between involvement in envir

and trade-off stance in Gambo, this 1s not the case with willingness t
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management of the wetlands (see Appendix 5.5). There is little difference between the
ratio of trade-off acceptance and declination between the samples of the community as a
whole and those that stated their willingness to be involved in the management of the
wetlands. This is similarly the case in Parsons Pond, Glovertown, and Stephenville
Crossing. Although those in the latter community who would not involve themselves in
the management of the wetlands were 3 times more likely to accept the trade-off than
decline it, the number constituting this group is too small to suggest a strong association.

The data in Appendix 5.6 also suggest inconsistent results with regard to the value
orientations of those who are, or were previously involved in environmental activities,
and those who are not and never have been. Those involved in such activities are more
ecocentrically oriented in Gambo (+0.58) and Stephenville Crossing (+0.33), but less in
Glovertown (-0.19) and Parsons Pond (-0.15). This group is more anthropocentrically
oriented in Parsons Pond (+0.17) but less so in the other three communities. However, as
one would expect, in all four communities, those that are involved in environmental
activities are less apathetic toward environmental issues than those not involved.

In terms of the value orientations of those that stated they are willing to participate
in the management of the wetlands, the results are more consistent but the differences are
generally insignificant. These respondents tend to value the environment slightly more in
both terms, and are less apathetic 1in all communities.

4.7.3 Perceptions of rights to the commons and environmental regulations

It has been suggested that Newfoundlanders possess a historically developed

attitude that access to and exploitation of natural resources is their right (Omohundro,

1994: Felt and Sinclair, 1995c¢). Interviews were therefore analysed for evidence that
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respondents exercise little or no self-regulation as users of natural areas and
accompanying resources. Evidence for exploiting them accordingly, failure to recognise
the need for regulation, or perceptions that current regulations are too stringent was
sought.

4.7.3.1 Categorising Responses

Respondents’ perceptions of environmental and resource regulation and
enforcement are drawn primarily from responses to the question “Is the current level of
protection sufficient?” but also from other unprompted responses, for example, references
of concern for poaching and irresponsible users of natural areas. Care has been taken over
responses to specific questions structured as “Should the area be protected from (e.g.
ATV use, drainage and filling, or hunting)?” since these responses often contradict earlier
statements and imply leading the subject. However, where a respondent had been
prompted in this way to consider specific threats and expanded on answers (rather than a
simple ‘yes’ to such questions), these answers have been included. This approach
particularly applies to ATV use, as this seemed to be a fairly contentious issue and of
interest when 1t was mentioned. The number of times this was raised unprompted, or
expanded upon when specifically mentioned by the interviewer, indicates the importance
of this i1ssue to respondents.

Where the only data available for respondents are statements that the protection of
the area is ““sufficient” or the area ‘“does not need it (protection)”, these are not
categorised. While it is possible that many of these respondents responded in this way due
to a resentment of regulations per se, or merely due to lack of concern for the area, it 1s

also true that areas such as KDMP are currently, relative to other community wetlands,
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stringently protected, and a sufficient or similar answer may not necessarily reflect apathy
or resentment of those rules, rather a confidence in them. Also excluded f m the figures

are those who stated that they do not know whether or not there was any 1 1d of

-~
.

protection and thus could not comment on whether or not this was suffici

4.7.3.2 Results

Table 4.8: Perceptions of Regulations and Enforcement Leve 3

Perception of insufficient Perception of too  ach
regulation / enforcement regulation / enfor  1ent
Gambo 12 3
(n=15) (80%) (20%)
Glovertown 15 0
(n=15) (100%) (0%)
Steph. Crossing 15 2
(n=17) (88%) (12%)
P. Pond 11 6
(n=17) (65%) (35%)

Table 4.8 suggests that, while the importance of access to, and use f the local
natural environment is evident from the interview data analysis, there do  not exist a
perception that such access is too restricted or regulated. Indeed, quite tI  ontrary
appears to be true, with a majority of the respondents in all four commu es, who
possess an identifiable stance on the issue, perceiving the presence of in:  ficient
regulations or enforcement measures. Only in Parsons Pond (35%) don  :than 20% of

respondents perceive the current regulations as too stringent.



4.7.3.3 Poaching and Rights to the Commons

The perception of rights to the commons, appears to be somewhat tempered by the
perception of needs for regulations with regard to hunting practices. The need for better
enforcement of hunting regulations and bag limits is the most common misgiving with
levels of regulation:
Interviewer: Do you think that the current level of protection is sufficient or too stringent?

Gambo Respondent (No. 2): There should be more enforcement of bag limits. There's a
balance required.

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 5): /1's not too bad...there’s not enough game wardens.
There’s too much poaching...from people around here. People don’t know what the
regulations are, some people do it (poach), some don’t. There's no enforcement.

Yet there were also instances of responses that appear to reflect Okihiro’s (1997) views
that poaching is tolerated in rural Newfoundland and seen as a legitimate right when

motivated by the need to gain subsistence, but condemned when it constitutes

irresponsible practice:

Interviewer: Do vou have any other comments?

Glovertown Respondent (No. 29): Self-regulation does work here because people have
seen the problems that can happen. That's the majority anvway, there’s always a few.
Everyone knows a pouacher but tolerates it. From time to time everyone buys some moose
or something from a poacher.

Interviewer: Do vou think that the current level of protection is sufficient, insufficient, or
100 stringent?

Stephenville Crossing Respondent (No. 10): You can'’t see the presence of officers; it’s
mainly a community effort. I would report a poacher unless he needed it to support his
Jamilv...Why do it (poach at ‘The Sanctuary’)? How much meat is on a duck? You don't
need that to survive.
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Further, the community oriented perception of common resources is limited by the
guarding of knowledge about best hunting places. Hunters’ commer ; suggest a sense of
ownership over their favoured places:

Interviewer: How do vou feel about initiatives to educate and prom > awareness of the
wetlands within the community?

Gambo Respondent (No. 4): People should be more aware. Too ma > people abuse it,
are ignorant. If' I told people about where I go I would go back there next vear and there
wouldn't be any fish left.
4.7.4 Relationship between perceptions of regulations and trade ff decisions
Appendix 5.7 examines the relationship between perceptions of the sufficiency of
locally relevant environmental and resource regulations, and trade- “responses. Only in
Gambo does the ratio of acceptance to declination of those perceiv insufficient
regulations differ significantly from the ratios exhibited by the ove |1 community
samples. In this community, 11% of those perceiving insufficient r  1lations accept the
trade-off, compared with 78% who decline, and compared with an  en split exhibited by

the Gambo sample as a whole.

4.8 Recognition of Conflicts of Use and Pressures on the Natur Environment

This section attempts to identify the samples’ perceptions r  ting to the
possibility and potential consequences of over exploiti on of natu  resources.
4.8.1 Categorising responses

Respondents are categorised as: specifically ar ulating a ognition of little or
no human pressure or threat to the wetland and exhibiting evidence f a frontier model (a

perception of limitless resources); making no specific references e  >r way regarding
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conflicting uses and concern thereof; or specifically articulating a concern for the
presence of human pressure, real threats and conflicts of use.

Since respondents were given ample opportunity during interviews to refer to
these pressures or threats (that 1s, there are a number of questions that might stimulate
respondents if they were of concern), those who made no such references are included in
the figures. However, these respondents are reported in a separate category from those
who specifically made references indicating a frontier model stance. For example,
responses such as “The place i1s covered in bog land, why do we need to protect any of it”
are categorised as perceiving lack of pressures or threats, while the merely apathetic: “It’s
not important to protect it” would be considered in the ‘no reference’ category. Arguably,
however, those who made no such references might be considered as more likely to
perceive a lack of pressures or threats.

4.8.2 Results

Table 4.9: Perceptions of Conflicts of Use -and Pressures on the Natural Environment

Specifically refer to a No references to References to
perceived lack of pressures or threats pressures or threats

pressures or threats
Gambo 6 15 9
(n=30) (20%) (50%) (30%)
Glovertown 5 14 11
(n=30) (17%) (47%) (37%)
Steph. Crossing 3 2] 6
(n=30) (10%) (70%) (20%)
Parsons Pond 13 8 9
(n=30) (43%) (27%) (30%)
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4.8.3 A note on the presence and perception of threats

Gunter and Finlay (1988), and Grieshop and Stile (1989) suggest that the presence
or perception of pressures and threats to the environment will foster greater
environmental concern, in essence producing a reaction to protect the area in the face of a
threat that is ‘outside their backdoors.’ It may be accurate to suggest that these data reflect
a perceived lack of pressures, which, 1t may also be accurate to suggest, is not ill-
informed. As a number of respondents in Parsons Pond indicated, there is actually little

human pressure as a result of outmigration:

Interviewer: Do vou think that it is important to protect that wetland?
Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 25): We 've got so many bogs you'd have to protect the

whole Northern Peninsula. It's all bog for God's sake. There must be some way to use
them.

Interviewer: Do you think that the current level of protection is sufficient, insufficient or
too stringent?

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 5): They 're not too bad...not enough game wardens, too
much poaching. The regulations are adequate, there's no threat, no population boom.

The arguably accurate perception in Parsons Pond of an absence of threats appears
to have fostered the view that oil development, something that would be considered an
environmental threat, is in fact an opportunity. This view may not indicate a lack of
concern for the natural environment in Parsons Pond, because responses must be
considered in the context of the threats to the community that are reducing threats to the
natural environment. Oil development of course provides the opportunity to counter the

outmigration threat to the community’s survival.
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Stephenville Crossing Respondent (No. 17): Yes, it is nice for birdwatchers, although we
should watch the interference with the birds.

Interviewer: Would vou support the development of trails or boardwalks around the
area?

Stephenville Crossing Respondent (No. 11): Yes, but not this specific area, the birds will
lose trust.

Concerns regarding tourist access are least prevalent in the highly consumptive
community of Parsons Pond (14% in total). Further to the above discussion of the
perception of threats, this may be expected given the extent of natural areas relative to the
human population on the Northern Peninsula. Further, appreciative user disturbance, by
visitors to the community, 1s unlikely to be a major factor in Parsons Pond since such
users are likely to concentrate in nearby Gros Morne National Park. | inters in this
community may be content in the knowledge that there are sufficient wetlands’ resources
for both visiting tourists and locals, although a number of hunters here, and in other
communities, voiced concern over potential tourist / local use conflic ;, and referred to

who should be given priority in terms of rights of access:

Interviewer: Would you encourage the promotion of that wetland for >urism?

Gambo Respondent (No. 1): Not for tourist exploitation. It would cut down on community
access and game.

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 18): Tourist hunting should be in the ackcountry. Leave
the close resources for the community.

When considering the attitudes toward tourism in Parsons Pc d, it should be

remembered that one of the few industries in Parsons Pond is hunting and fishing
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Table 4.12 shows that, in all four communities, a majority of respo

the development of boardwalks and trails on or around the local wetlands.

lents support

airly

polarised opinions regarding the development of boardwalks are found in Glovertown,

where 43% of respondents tend to oppose such developments. Support for

developments was expected, given the popularity of KDMP, but it 1s poss

1€S¢C

le that others

in the community, having witnessed the ‘development’ and popularity of KDMP,

consider this park as providing sufficient opportunities for appreciative pt
not wish such facilitation of access to extend to the wetlands that they use
purposes:

Interviewer: Would you support the development of trails and boardwalks
that wetland?

Glovertown Respondent (No. 6): No. It’s best left as a natural habitat. It
Jor economic value then and not for natural habitat. There vwould be con
emphasis. That's o.k. at Ken Diamond.

These concerns were also expressed by hunters elsewhere, particularly in

where the highest level of opposition to trails and boardwalks 1s found:

Interviewer: Would yvou support the development of trails and boardwalks
that wetland?

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 5): That’s fine, if it's close to the commuy
rather see the money go to education. It’s too easy to get to it and roads
can't (are unwilling to) get there by boat, vou don 't need to go there.

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 16): No, because people would gain easi
wildlife habitation and in the end would do more harm than good for the
the other hand the welfare of the animals could be assured, I might cons.
or trails.
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Opposition to trails and boardwalks is not only highest in Parsons Pond but,
significantly, of those who do support the development of such facilities, it is here that
motivations tend much more to be based on their potential to encourage visitors. Far
fewer, as compared to the other three communities, expressed motivations based on the
perception that trails and boardwalks would benefit the community members themselves:
Interviewer: Would vou support the development of trails and boardwalks on or around
that wetland?

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 13): That would be a good idea. Everyone would be
walking around it. Not particularly the people in the community, but visitors.
4.10 Discussion of Ethically-Relevant Issues by Community

This section draws primarily on qualitative data in order to explore themes and
trends in the four communities, or found in somewhat homogenous sub-groups of these
communities, suggested by the quantitative data presented above. The discussions of
Glovertown and Stephenville Crossing focus on these communities’ large numbers of
appreciative users, and compare the values associated with KDMP and ‘The Sanctuary’.
In Gambo, no strong theme emerged, but in this community, there are particular points of
interest relevant to the MWS initiative. Parsons Pond exhibits the most divergence (from
community trends), particularly in relation to the key variables of uses and trade-off
responses. The Parsons Pond discussion, therefore, provides the basis for a much deeper
analysis of uses and values, and the consequences thereof.

4.10.1 Glovertown
The analysis of Glovertown focuses on KDMP, and considers not only the extent

to which, and for what purpose, this wetland area is used, but also the role it plays in the
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community and the influence it has, both directly and indirectly, on attitudes and values
among the members of the community. Fifteen (50%) of the respondents chose this
wetland as one with which they were sufficiently familiar and, of the remainder of the
sample, all but 3 also use the area or made a specific reference to it. Indeed, one
Glovertown respondent, when asked to speak of a wetland with which he was famihar,
replied “‘1 won’t talk about Ken Diamond because everyone will have talked about that™
(Glovertown Respondent No. 29). In fact, the presence of this park in the community
afforded the opportunity for a far broader range of respondents to speak of a wetland with
a high degree of familiarity. Among all four communities’ samples, respondents’
famiharity with wetlands appear to be tied closely to the extent to which they use the
wetlands and, in the absence of a wetland ‘park’, such familiarity was only likely to be
exhibited by the hunter groups. In other words, by promoting and facilitating the use of
the wetland by the entire community, including senior citizens with mobility difficulties,
KDMP encourages and affords the experience of a wetland to community members who
would not normally experience such areas.

One consequence of this use and familiarity, as well as the involvement of the
community in decisions pertaining to the park, has been the creation of a sense of
ownership of the area. This is reflected in the strong tendency to choose the local level as
the appropriate decision-making authority (13 of the 15, representing 87%), qualitative
descriptions including “a fantastic area” (Glovertown Respondent No. 22), “positive for
the community” (Glovertown Respondent No. 30), ““‘one of the best things that happened
here™ (Glovertown Respondent No. 07), and an area that “we are so proud of”

(Glovertown Respondent No. 19). In addition, strong protective attitudes were reflected in
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responses to the trade-off. Only 20% of respondents speaking of KDMP accepted the
trade-off, indicating a protective, as well as possessive attitude toward the area.

This protective and possessive attitude appears to be based on utilities that are
most commonly derived from its resource value to the town for recreation. Walking and
leisure-related activities are the primary reasons given for the park being perceived as a
benefit. These perceived benefits extend to the physical heal of the community, as
respondents reported that KDMP encourages people to walk who previously would not,
to education, since the area is used in school programmes, a1 to increased tourism. The
value of KDMP to the community implicitly protects the are Whether or not the town
council designates the park as such, and restricts or forbids « velopment in the town plan,
should not concern users of the area, since its mere importal e to the people of the town
instils a protection arguably stronger than legislated protecti .. Any proposal to develop
the area would likely meet with such strong public oppositic that it would never make it
past the proposal stage:

Interviewer: Do vou think that the current level of protectio is sufficient, insufficient, or
loo stringent?

Glovertown Respondent (No. 30): That it is a park protects implicitly from being
anything else because people’s attitudes to it are so positive.

Thus. Glovertown respondents, although not members of a  ewardship community’,
highlight the potential of stewardship in the way that local | -environmental
constituencies can form a force at least as powerful as legis  1on.

Yet the protective attitudes also appear to be specific to that park, possibly to the

detriment of protecting other local natural areas. The creati  of ‘natural’ oases within
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values, predominantly associated with ecological values (and possibly too, the connection
of these to hunting values). There are responses that suggest this prioritisation has caused
a change 1n values, but not merely among those previously unfamiliar with, and attaching

little value to wetlands:

Interviewer: How would vou describe that wetland (KDMP)?

Glovertown Respondent (No. 3): /7 was seen as a local wasteland. Nobody saw the value
of the wetland. Now it’s accessible to the public and theyv can appreciate it.

Interviewer: How would vou describe that wetland (KDMP)?

Glovertown Respondent (No. 4): /t was a nice spot for ducks and trout. I used to fish, and
it was a nice swamp area for ducks. 1 was sceptical at first, but the way it is, is ideal.

This respondent went on to describe the tourism benefits, and little else, of the
area before stating that: “No (I don’t visit the area). I don’t hunt there anymore.” The
assessment of this change in attitude is highly subjective, depending on which values one
chooses to advocate.

4.10.2 Stephenville Crossing

Stephenville Crossing, like Glovertown, possesses a wetland area that is a popular
venue for appreciative visits. ‘The Sanctuary’, sharing a ¢ nparable profile in
Stephenville Crossing to KDMP in Glovertown, is valued considerably by its users, and,
like KDMP, while not formally protected by law, has created a force of local attitudes
whereby *“‘there’s enough people here that would do a lot to stop people destroying that

wetland™ (Stephenville Crossing Respondent, No. 5).



Also like KDMP, ‘The Sanctuary’ is altered by humans but it is not ‘manicured’
in the sense of an intentional development into an attractive and accessible location for
recreation in nature. Indeed, it could be argued that it has suffered aesthetically from the
construction and subsequent abandonment of the railway. The utility gained, or
experience sought from visiting this area appears to be somewhat different from visitors
to KDMP. ‘The Sanctuary’ draws people primarily to view waterfowl, fostering an
appreciation of the area founded more on the value of nature and wildlife than on
recreation. This reflects the different ecological role played by ‘The Sanctuary’. In terms
of waterfowl use, this area does possess very productive wetlands. The value of ‘The
Sanctuary’ i1s derived from the appreciation of waterfowl and, as such, people go there for
walks but. respondents suggested, primarily to appreciate the birds. Thus, the motivation
to protect the area appears to be derived from the desire to protect the waterfowl. It 1s not
‘The Sanctuary’ area that is itself important, it is the birds that are there that are valued.
While this less specific manner of protective attitude would logically extend to other
wetlands, it may extend only to wetlands that are perceived as important waterfowl
habitat:

Interviewer: If 'a proposal was put forward to fill in the wetland and develop the area, in a
manner that would be of economic benefit to the community, would yvou support the
venture, or still feel the wetland should be protected?

Stephenville Crossing Respondent (No. 19): Still preserved. You could develop other
bogs around here and it wouldn’t hurt the birds.

Both Glovertown and Stephenville Crossing. in the contexts of their

appreciatively used wetlands, share similarities in the way in which perceptions of value
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While the creation of ‘The Sanctuary’ reflects its proponents interest and values in
wildlife, it also compliments the vision the council has for the town as a retirement, or
dormitory community for the nearby urban centre of Stephenville, rather than one that
wishes to attract industry (Stephenville Crossing Stewardship Leader No. 1). The
perception by local business owners that the Town Council is focusing on enhancing the
natural environment at the expense of attracting new business to the area (Stephenville
Crossing Stewardship Leader No. 2) is indicative of a conflict of polarised (use and non-
use) values. The need to find a middle ground between the two interests can be inferred
by a quote from the Stephenville Crossing respondent, who articulated an awareness of
the council’s objectives for the community:

Stephenville Crossing Respondent (No. 10): /7’s good to enhance wetlands, but we need
an economic base, you need something, like tourism, to put money back into the wetlands.
What economic value does it have? We can’t expand to bring in industry. The town has
screwed itself. I don’t think it will survive.

Interviewer: Do you agree with the council’s view of the future of this community?

Same Respondent (No. 10): I1’s not realistic. It (the community) has to be developed. Any
town has to think like a businessman, and think of how this (wetlands’ preservation) could
fit in. These things (creating ‘The Sanctuary’) don 't work for the majority of people.

There has to be enough people here to enjoy it and be caretakers of natural areas. People

on welfare won't care what a wetland is. People are leaving, the kids are leaving, they
have no choice.

4.10.3 Gambo

Although possessing wetlands to which access 1s facilitated by the presence of
trails and / or boardwalks, there were fewer respondents referring to these areas, and
fewer appreciative users among the Gambo sample than found in Glovertown and

Stephenville Crossing. However, the presence of consumptive user numbers more
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Interviewer: Why do vou support the programme?
Gambo Community Leader (No. 1): Purely from a professional standpoint and why I am
emploved by this town, I am not interested in the welfare of birds. My question is, how
can you make money from 800 birds? That comes with the territory. (My support for the
programme 1s derived from) its economic benefits, its potential for tourism, ecotourism
and interpretation.

And 1t may be key to the support of the programme to present its benefits in terms
of this range of values:
Gambo Stewardship Leader (No. 1): We have to show the benefits of what the wetlands
do for us — purification, pollution (to gain support for the programme in the community).
I would never spend a lot of time on economic benefits to a general audience, but the
rown's mandate is to develop economically. I would emphasise this to them. If a factory
was proposed which would destroy the wetland, people will sayv ‘to hell with the birds’.
People will destroyv anvthing if they have to put food on the table but the danger exists in
economic valuation, which is why the attention will only foc s on this when necessary.
The problenm is how do we do both.

Those in the general Gambo sample who have some knowledge of the programme

hold similar views:

Interviewer: Are vou aware of the Municipal Wetlands Stewardship programme?

Gambo Respondent (No. 30): Yes, it’s been on the radio and the community (television)
channel.

Interviewer: Are vou aware of its objectives?

Same Respondent: Yes. It’s for protection for waterfowl.

Interviewer: Do vou think the community will benefit from e programme?

Same Respondent: Undecided vet.

(The above implies that protection of waterfowl is not enov _h, on its own, for this

respondent to support the programme)
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Income levels as a predictor of environmental concern

Research on the relationship between income levels and environmental concern
provides unsatisfactory answers to the Parsons Pond situation. Income levels have been
found to be poor predictors of environmental concern (Dunlap et al., 1983). In theory, any
effect of income on environmental concern should be diffused further in rural
Newtoundland. Two of the arguments put forward as to why higher income level might
positively affect environmental concern are not applicable to rural Newfoundland
communities: that higher income earners tend to enjoy the benefits of environmental
quality (e.g., by cost of access, something that 1s not affected by socio-economic status 1
rural Newfoundland) and; that higher income earners may live in objectively superior
environments, nurturing higher environmental expectations (again, relatively pristine
environments are commonly on the doorsteps of rural Newfoundland communities).

However, when presented with such a trade-off scenario, it i1s difficult to imagine
that respondents are not significantly influenced by the prevailing local economic climate.
Intuitively an affluent town would be more likely to decline the development of an
industry that the town does not need than would a very poor community. This argument is
not only supported by statistical data on trade-off responses, but also further by interview
responses describing motivations for trade-off choices in Parsons Pond:
Interviewer: If a proposal was put forward to fill in and develop that wetland in a man >r
that was economically beneficial to the community, would you support the development
or (still) wish to see the area preserved?
Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 16): Support it. Anvthing to provide jobs.

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 11): If it meant jobs for the area, it would be all right.
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Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 21): / would support it if it gave Parsons Pond jobs.
‘Hierarchy of Needs’ theory

If human needs are sorted in accordance with Maslow’s (1970) hierarchy, one
would find that physiological needs, food, and safety (security and stability) must be
satisfied before other needs, less critical to human survival, emerge, and these needs
would be the main motivation if a person was missing everything in life. Accordingly,
basic economic security must be met before one can develop a concern for environmental
quality because values connected to the environment, such as aesthetic values, are of less
importance in the needs hierarchy (Albrecht, 1975). These basic, or ‘lower order’ needs
are relatively universal and cross-cultural, and have been of use in explaining motivations
behind behaviour in the environmental context (Dunlap et al, 1983).

For this theory to explain the prevalence of trade-off acceptance in Parsons Pond,
certain conditions appear to be required. First, lower order needs must be threatened, and,
second, environmental quality must be perceived as a higher order need than basic
security needs. Addressing the former first, while, in the modern welfare state, individual
physiological needs for food and shelter would not be considered at risk, Neis et al.
(2000) suggest that threats to food security may become a major issue in some coastal
areas of Canada. Further, responses to the trade-off question in Parsons Pond tended to be
altruistic. Nobody talked in terms of their own economic gain: almost all explicitly or
implicitly referred to the need for jobs so that the community, of rapidly diminishing
population, could survive. The implication is that the perception exists that the basic

security and stability of the communirny are not satisfied:
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In Parsons Pond, the overall ecocentric tendencies appear to be as a result of the
strong ecocentric tendencies of its hunters (+0.49) as opposed to 1ts non-hunters (-0.97),
(see Appendix 5.9a). From the qualitative data, it 1s a very difficult task to identify a
number of core motivations of hunters in terms of distinct value orientations. For
example, where a respondent cites the value of wildlife as a reason to preserve a wetland.
and if that respondent is a hunter or otherwise discusses the importance of hunting, it is
not possible to conclude that that respondent is only identifying value in wildlife so that
he. she, someone else in the community, or indeed a tourist, can continue to hunt. This
inability to distinguish between this manner of respondent and one who places value on
wildlife for its own sake, yet is also a hunter, likely underestimates the number of
respondents who do indeed intrinsically value wildlife, as reported in Table 4.2. Further,
it may be that respondents do not articulate such a valuation; they feel that wildlife 1s
important for more than just hunting, but do not talk in such terms. By examining
interview data beyond dominant justifications for the value of the wetland, a fuller and
more balanced picture of a person’s motivations and reasoning may be obtained.

It is suggested that community members do indeed feel that they are the
ecocentrically-defining ‘part of nature’ but merely do not express such sentiments, nor
take part in the “appreciative’ activities usually associated with ecocentrism (Dunlap and
Heffernan, 1975). The local environs, including the wetlands, are very often places of
work, places to hunt to provide food for the winter, to cut wood to heat the home or
indeed to build it. For the same reason that Ommer (2000b) provides as an explanation for
houses 1n outport Newfoundland to be built facing away from the ocean — the ocean that

1s loved, but is also the place of work - why would residents walk around a wetland after
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a day’s work on it? That 1dea seemed as absurd to some in Parsons Pond as the idea of
building a house without a view of the nearby ocean would be to the urban-minded city
dweller. The suggestion of trails or boardwalks was most ¢« 1monly met with a response
that, while visitors might use it, few were of the opinion the it would be used by the
community, and even fewer thought they would have a use »Hr it themselves. While
Parsons Pond residents rarely referred to the aesthetic quali s of their environment, as
do appreciative users of trails and boardwalks in other com unities, this does not mean
they do not value such qualities. The viewpoint of the ‘visi r’ to nature 1s simple and
easily articulated; the native, however, may have a far more complex attitude derived
from his / her immersion in the totality of his / her environ :nt (Tuan, 1990). Merely
because those who work on the land do not articulate such  ntiments, does not mean they
are not profoundly aware of the beauty of their environs (M ite, 1995).
4.10.4.4 Evidence of Moral Concern in Decision-Making

The position on the trade-off that the Parsons Pond mple takes does not preclude
ecocentric orientations nor the presence of ethics of concer for the environment that
influence decision-making. An apparently morally contrad :ory proposition can be
coherently maintained because, in specific contexts, a stan on a particular issue can be
overridden and contradicted by other considerations (Kahr 1999). In this case, a general
ethic of concern for the natural environment may be overr en by moral concern for the
community: the value judgement is dependent on the spec : context. It 1s a case of what
Kahn (1999) refers to as ‘discretionary moral reasoning’, ' ere an individual’s act 1s
viewed as morally permissible, but would be better if not  formed. Moral duties toward

the community of Parsons Pond, or toward their children (& quote above), may simply
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outweigh moral duties to the environment. Such duties toward the natural environment
are not ‘prima facia’ exceptionless rules (Seligman, 1989), but this does not mean such
duties do not exist.

As Norton (1991) points out. ‘it is not uncommon for people to use economic
arguments and biocentric arguments in tandem. They are unlikely to see these as
conflicting commitments to two opposed systems of thought such as the D.S.P. (dominant
social paradigm) or N.E.P. (new environmental paradigm, see Dunlap and Van Liere,
1978). They will, rather, see their different arguments as complimentary routes to the
same conclusion.” (p. 96-97). Consider the following response to the economic trade-off,
proposing development at the expense of a local wetland:

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 10): Don 't think you should do anything like that, what
point would there be? There might be a few jobs for a few years (pause). You 'd lose a lot
of vour livelihood.: moose, caribou, berries. Like that mine up there, there were a few jobs
Jor a few vears, now it’s disused and it will never come back no more. I like nature to stay
as it is. Longer term jobs would be o.k., like if oil was found it would be different, there'd
be a lot of vears of work.

Here it can be seen that multiple values influence the final decision. There are references
to the direct benefit the respondent or his community gains from the area in terms of its
subsistence hunter-gatherer role, considering the importance of these in relation to
economic benefits. There is also an implication of ecocentric reasoning — ““I like nature to
stay as it is” - alongside the more easily articulated consumptive and economic benefits.
There is no blind acceptance of economic gain, but a consideration of a number of values

held by the respondent that influences his decision, resulting in the attachment of

conditions to the acceptance of economic benefit.
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This manner of response may reflect a traditional (or local) form of stewardship.
Such decisions have likely been made over the course of the community’s history.
Indeed, trade-offs may have been made, and the test of the ¢ mmunity’s stewardship
practices lies in its resilience and ability to survive. Callicot 1984) describes the role of
the steward as not primarily one of preventing individual a1 nals from suffering, or
looking out for the interests of individual plants and animals, but of preserving species,
maintaining the integrity of natural communities, and ensu g the healthy functioning of
the ecosystem as a whole:
Interviewer: If a proposal was put forward to fill in and de 'op that wetland, in a
manner that would be economically beneficial to the comn 1ity, would you support that
proposal or still like to see the wetland preserved?

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 6): For the community 1'd  ve to let it go. There'’s lots of
bogs up river-.

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 5): Depends. We have a lot  “wetlands. To fill in one acre
wouldn'’t destroy the entire area.

Economic values may be prioritised, but only to the point  ere their pursuit threatens
the fragility of the ecosystem as a whole (Norton, 1991):

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 18): I'd support it, but all other bogs should be
protected from evervthing, even hunting and fishing.

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 19): Support it if there wer Tots of other wetlands not
harmed.

These responses indicate that: a) there is sufficient land to  fely sacrifice one wetland in
order to ensure the survival of the community without con -omising the ability of the

natural environment to provide for subsistence activities at 1eir current level and; b)
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concern for wetlands is not specific to the area discussed, but a general concern for their
integrity prevails: one part is sacrificed to save the whole (something which is in direct
contrast to the specific nature of protective attitudes witnessed among KDMP
respondents). This is not a case of ‘jobs at any cost™ (McBride et al., 2002), more a
reflection of how survival is, and always has been, partly dependent on new opportunities
to exploit the environs (Omohundro, 1994).

Arguably, trade-offs are made by the ecocentric this way: if one 1s parr of nature,
the question becomes one of how to make everything work around you in order to
survive, placing moral importance on the natural syster and the human community as a
whole, not just the parts that make it up (Seligman, 1989). Indeed, if the community of
Parsons Pond is considered to be part of the whole system, to decline such a trade-off
would be wrong according to Leopold’s (1949) Land Ethic, since 1t would tend not to
preserve its integrity, stability, and beauty: it would compromise those aspects of the
human community (see note 1). Or, in the presence of both ecocentric and
anthropocentric value tendencies, Barrett and Grizzle (1999), might consider 1t an
example of ‘weak anthropocentrism’ that combines both ecocentric and anthropocentric
orientations to focus “not on immediate human gratification so much as on the
satisfaction of basic needs for the whole community, present and future, and maintenance

of the ecosystem of which we are part” (p. 34).

4.11 Environmental Constituency-Building by Use: MWS, KDMP and Hunting
Clearly, there exist great differences in conservation values related to the wetlands

in Parsons Pond versus the other communities, most notably the perception of their
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importance as recreational venues for appreciative activities. While the data suggest that
trade-off responses are not due to the absence of appreciative users in Parsons Pond, those
gathered from users of KDMP and ‘The Sanctuary” suggest the possibility that facilitating
access to the wetlands fosters a protective attitude. This ca ies sufficient significance for
management policy that the attitudes and values associated with different uses of
wetlands, and consequences thereof, require further exami  :ion.

One context for this exploration 1s Dunlap and Hef mman’s (1975) study that
found a positive relationship between participation in appr iative uses of the natural
environment and environmental concern. Such a connectic  “*could have significant
implications for efforts to achieve and maintain environme al quality” (p. 19), including
interventions and programmes. Indeed, the development o nvironmental concern in this
way would appear specifically relevant to initiatives such ~ MWS, since promotion of
the appreciative use of wetland resources is witnessed in tl  encouragement of the
development of trails on and around participating commutr es’ wetland environments.
Accordingly, this section explores the role that use of the ural environment plays in
respondents’ attitudes and values toward that environment. mplicitly then, it examines
the effectiveness of the approach of MWS in creating stew ds partly through
appreciative use of wetlands, and also the values associate with local subsistence
practices.

4.11.1 Relationship between use and environmental col :rn

Dunlap and Heffernan (1975) measured environm: al concern by asking their

sample to assign priorities to competing government expe iture areas, including the

protection of the natural environment and endangered spe s. Here, the trade-off
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responses may be employed as a gauge of concern, whereby those t decline and choose
preservation of the wetland are deemed to be more concerned for rell-being. Since
numbers 1n some use categories are too small to compare the resp 's of different users

within a community, Table 4.13 compares trade-off decisions of K 1P and ‘The

Sanctuary’ users with other community members of Glovertown : Stephenville
Crossing respectively. This lends itself to identifying if, and how, 2ls of concern
among members of these communities are affected by using these tland areas.
Consumptive users among Parsons Pond respondents are also cc¢ ed with other

members of that community.

4.11.1.2 Results

Table 4.13: Relationship Between Trade-Off Response and S« d Wetlands’ Uses
Type of Trade-O sion
Use Accept De Don’t know
Glovertown KDMP users 3 9 3
(n=30) (n=15) (20%) (6 (20%)
Non-KDMP users 4 1
(n=15) (26%) (€ (7%)
Steph. Crossing ‘Sanctuary’” users 2 3
(n=30) (n=15) (13%) (¢ (20%)
Non-*Sanctuary’ 3 1
users (53%) G (7%)
(n=195)
P. Pond Consumptive-only 16 1
(n=30) users (84%%) (1 (5%)
(n=19)
Other and non- 9 1 1
users (82%) (¢ (9%)
(n=11)
Table 4.13 suggests inconsistent associations between : 1ative use of the two
access-facilitated wetlands, and levels of concern. Although a p rve attitude was
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picking. see below) express this manner of concern (44%) more than twice as much as the
appreciative users of KDMP and ‘The Sanctuary.

While the link between appreciative uses and concern was found to be stronger
than for consumptive uses in the relevant literature, analysis of responses from
appreciative users of KDMP and ‘The Sanctuary’ does not suggest facilitating
appreciative use will necessarily foster greater environmental concern. Indeed. the data
suggest that hunters and fishers may be the most likely to articulate an awareness and
concern for environmental threats and pressures, although limited quantitative data does
not permit the proper examination of this possibility statistically. Focusing on values,
these 1ssues are explored further below by use of questionnaire and qualitative data.
4.11.2.2 Note on Berry Pickers as a Sub-Group

Table 4.14 reports perceptions of threats and pressures expressed by the sub-
category of consumptive users that incorporates only hunters and fishers. In order to
comment better on concern levels of hunters and fishers, this separation of users was
necessitated by the situation whereby not one member of the entire sample, whose only
use of the wetland was berry picking (n=13), made reference to these problems.

It 1s not clear why berry pickers do not articulate any concern about environmental
threats, and report less concern for the environment, as measured in this way. Possibilities
include the economic nature of this activity, although it is not clear how many of the
sample engaged in the activity for commercial purposes rather than as a subsistence
activity. The sale of hunted meat such as moose and caribou is strictly regulated in
Newfoundland and Labrador, and the vast majority of licences prohibit it. Therefore,

hunting is more important as a subsistence than commercial activity. It is also likely that
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moose and caribou meat are comparatively more important as subsistence foods than are
berries. Perhaps the physical activity of berry picking itself, which often involves no more
excursion into the natural environs than parking a car by the side of the road and walking
a few paces onto the wetland, precludes the development of environmental concern. Some
references were made regarding concern over the number of berry pickers (often not from
the local community) who use local wetlands, but only one respondent linked this activity
to broader environmental issues:
Interviewer: Do yvou think that the current level of protection is sufficient, insufficient, or
to0 stringent?
Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 3): ...There should be a berry-picking season. People
come in and pick them before they are ripe. There's an effect on the ecosvstem, like there
are none left for the geese who feed on them.
4.11.3 The categorisation of appreciative values
4.11.3.1 General Theory Discussion

The preservationist, John Muir, espoused the aesthetic and morally inspired
preservation of nature (Norton, 1991), implying the categorisation of aesthetic enjoyment
of the natural world as ecocentric. Dunlap and Heffernan (1975), make similar
associations:

Consumptive activities...involve taking something from the environment

and thus reflect a ““utilitarian’ orientation toward it...In contrast,

appreciative activities...involve attempts to enjoy the natural environment

without altering it. Such activities are thus compatible with the

“preservationist’ orientation which attempts to maintain the environment
in its natural state (p. 19-20).
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The somewhat grey divide (see below) between anthropocentrism and
ecocentrism is perhaps best illustrated by considering the aesthetic valuation of the
environment. The environment i1s valued when it i1s perceived to possess utility: it has a
use, be it economic, recreational or purely psychological, a use tied to a particular goal of
an individual (Burningham and O’Brien, 1994). Any valuation of the environment
depends on use in its broadest sense. The placement of use in anthropocentrism is self-
explanatory but, in addition, ecocentrism still relies on a benefit conveyed by the natural
environment to the valuer. That 1s, a natural environment that 1s of value, whether i1t
provides direct economic benefits, food for survival, a location for recreation, a restorer
or source of tranquillity, or simply the satisfaction of knowing it is there, conveys utility.
Even the most extreme ecocentric does not value nature selflessly: it is merely that strong
ecocentrics are motivated by the expectation of psychic benefits. Just as an apparently
altruistic action always conveys some degree of psychic reward or intrinsic satisfaction to
the actor (Smith, 1981), where a morally inspired preservation ethic is cited as a
motivator for pro-environmental behaviour, the holder of that ethic still gains satisfaction,
peace of mind, or a clear conscience.

In this context it 1s interesting to note that perceived utility has little influence on
trade-off responses: those who perceive value in appreciative and those who perceive
value in consumptive uses are almost equally likely to accept the trade-off. However,
when respondents actually undertake a particular use themselves, that is, when the utility
1s physically conveyed rather than merely perceived, appreciative valuers are more likely

to decline the trade-off.
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The key difference between anthropocentric and ecocentric utilities is explained
by Benton (1997), who argues that for one to engage 1n, for example, metaphysical
contemplation of the natural world, one must perceive intrinsic worth in it:

This (metaphysical contemplation) i1s still a case of valuing nature for

some human purpose and so belongs within the spectrum of

anthropocentric position, they (those who Benton describes as extreme

‘ecocentrics’) might argue. My response is to distinguish between an

environmental ethic which would advocate preservation of nature because

1t 1s necessary to enable humans to engage in metaphysical contemplation

and the activity of metaphysical contemplation itself. The former certainly

1s advocating the protection of nature for a human purpose. However, that

human purpose itself necessarily involves a non-instrumental orientation to

the natural world (p.35-36).
4.11.3.2 Appreciative Use and Value Orientation

The problem with attempting to generalise and categorise appreciative users into
value orientations is that the ways satisfaction is generated in an appreciatively used
environment are diverse. The act of recreation may be of minor importance (Burton,
1978), and the goals sought by appreciative users can vary greatly when undertaking
these activities, goals that may be ecocentric or anthropocentric in nature. For example,
wildlife values can be attributed to intrinsic worth or the instrumental benefit of aesthetic
pleasure.

Environmental ethicists appear similarly divided. Kellert (1996) categorises
aesthetically derived enjoyment of nature as distinct from anthropocentrism, whereas
Kahn (1999) states that aesthetic justifications are merely “a less direct form of

anthropocentric reasoning” (p100). Similarly Norton (1991) describes appreciative uses

as amenity uses that are “non-commercial” (p72). Seligman (1989) includes recreational
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and aesthetic values as utilitarian “human wants’, and Hanna (1995) views the act of
preserving nature for recreation purposes as anthropocentric.
4.11.3.3 Values Associated with KDMP and ‘The Sanctuary’

The questionnaire results suggest that users of ‘The Sanctuary’ tend to be much
more strongly ecocentrically oriented than users of KDMP (see Appendix 5.10a and b).
Glovertown respondents were, overall, less ecocentrically orientated than Stephenville
Crossing respondents, and the ecocentric orientations of both KDMP users and
‘Sanctuary’ users are comparable to other members of their communities (see Appendix
5.10c and d). However, KDMP users are more anthropocentrically orientated, whereas
‘Sanctuary’ users are less anthropocentrically orientated compared with other members of
their communities. Further, when compared with other appreciative users (see Appendix
5.10e) KDMP users are significantly less ecocentrically oriented.

Why might this be the case? It appears that the utility gained from ‘The
Sanctuary’ is derived primarily from the presence of waterfowl. Of course, waterfowl
may be valued because they are considered intrinsically valuable, or merely because they
are aesthetically pleasurable. However, the quantitative values data suggest emphasis on
the former, as do a number of qualitative responses:

Interviewer: Do vou think that it is important to preserve that wetland (‘The Sanctuary’)?
Stephenville Crossing Respondent (No. 1): Definitely. For the waterfowl first, it’s like

their home. Then, in a selfish wav, for myself'to look at. Protecting wildlife is enough.

Interviewer: Would you say that area (‘The Sanctuary’) is an asset or detriment to the
community, or neither?
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Stephenville Crossing Respondent (No. 17): Asset. Most importantly for the birds
themselves as a safe haven. Also a tourist attraction, and local people love to see the
ducks there.

In Glovertown, while KDMP users made reference to the ‘natural’ value of the
area, further analysis frequently reveals a clearly anthropocentric valuation of this
amenity related to its recreational, community status, and tourism value. KDMP is not
valued intrinsically, as much as it is for the sake of the community and the
anthropocentrically tending outcomes associated with recreation, similar to Benton’s
(1997) explanation quoted above:

Interviewer: If vou never used KDMP, and it did not benefit yvou or the community, would
vou still think that the area was worth preserving?

Glovertown Respondent (No. 11): It would be, but it would be hard to get people to
support it without the trails.

Only one respondent specifically mentioned the importance of the ecological functions of
the wetland and, generally, natural values were tacked onto the end of more
anthropocentric justification:

Interviewer: Do vou think that the wetland (KDMP) is an asset or detriment to the

community, or neither?

Glovertown Respondent (No.4): It's a real benefit to the community, there’s more tourists
here than ever before.

Interviewer: Can vou think of any other uses the wetland might have?
Same Respondent: / saw moose.: Wildlife.

Interviewer: Do you think it is important to preserve that wetland?
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Same Respondent: /t’s important to us. It’s a tourist attraction. It has no other purpose
(and) wouldn't be worth protecting if tourists didn’t go there.

Interviewer: Can you think of any other uses that wetland (KDMP) might have?
Glovertown Respondent (No.13): I7’s a good habitat for wildlife.

Interviewer: Would vou sayv that, since the development of KDMP, vou feel that you, and
other users, have learned and appreciate the importance of wetlands?

Same Respondent: Yes, I would sayv that the park has been greatly appreciated by all
users. It certainly is an enhancement to our community.

While trade-off declination rates were high among KDMP users, there 1s little
evidence that an appreciation of wetlands generally has resulted among users of this park.
Indeed, these respondents were the most likely to suggest the trade-off development could
go elsewhere:

Interviewer: If a proposal was put forward to fill in and develop that area (KDMP) in a
manner that would be economically beneficial to the community, would you support that
proposal or still prefer to keep that area preserved?

Glovertown Respondent (No. 10): Tough question. I wouldn’t want that area changed, it
could go somewhere else. It would spoil our walking trail.

Glovertown Respondent (No. 11): Leave it the way it is, there's enough land around for
that.

These results imply that promotion and facilitation of access are not the key
contributors to fostering a stronger ecocentric orientation and general environmental
concern. The latter appears to be more dependent on the manner of the conservation or

preservation value of the area and, particularly, how specific to that area the value 1s.
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What can be objectively observed of KDMP, and is implied by the questionnaire
results, is that the development of the wetland has physically created safe and accessible
nature, nature that is manicured, fenced 1n, and a place to visiz. These aspects strongly
imply a shift away from ecocentrism, which sees people as parr of nature, not separated
from it, toward anthropocentrism which, to employ an alternative term for manicuring a
wetland. rames nature. Such developments can develop in people a taste for artificial
nature:

Glovertown Respondent (No. 19): I wouldn 't want it (KDMP) ro be like the park (Terra
Nova National Park). There's trees fallen that they don't clean up. It should be
maintained better than that.

4.11.4 Consumptive use and values

It 1s not only appreciative uses that are not necessarily easy to categorise as
ecocentric or anthropocentric. While logic suggests that consumptive uses are, by their
nature, anthropocentric, involving the user taking something from the environment, and
reflect a utilitarian orientation toward the environment (Dunlap and Heffernan, 1975), it is
also the case that the goals sought by consumptive users may transcend anthropocentric
motivations. For example, reviewing a number of studies of the motivations behind
hunting activities, Kellert (1983) describes differences in satisfaction gained by hunters,
which include the enjoyment of natural surroundings and aesthetic appreciation,
escapism, companionship, and challenge, in addition to harvesting game. The same
author’s prior research (Kellert, 1978) categorises hunters as: those who primarily seek
the opportunity to be close to nature, who tend to exhibit ecocentic orientations; those

who primarily hunt for meat, who tend to exhibit anthropocentric orientations and; those
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who primarily seek the opportunity for sport and recreation in their hunting activities,
who also exhibit anthropocentric orientations by way of their highly dominative (over
their prey) tendencies.

Clearly then, categorising hunters by value orientation becomes a more complex
task: just as appreciative users may primarily value a natural area as a venue for their
activities away from busy streets, there is no reason why consumptive users may not
engage in Benton’s (1997) ‘metaphysical contemplation’ during excursions into natural
areas:

Interviewer: Do you think that it is important to preserve that wetland?
Gambo Respondent (No.1): Yes, for hunting and fishing.

Interviewer: If vou never used that wetland, or thought it did not benefit you or others,
would it bother you if it was protected or not?

Same Respondent: Yes, if only for walking and looking. I like being out there whether 1
bag anvthing or not. I just enjoy being out there.
4.11.4.1 Hunting as a Sport or for Subsistence

Dunlap and Heffernan (1975) found negative associations between hunting, a sub-
category of consumptive use, and environmental concern. However, like the variable
goals sought by, and motivations behind appreciative users, the manner of that hunting
activity, and particularly the values attached to hunting need to be considered. Hunting
motivations in this study are differentiated into two categories of ‘for sport or recreation”,
and ‘for subsistence’ because the consequences of the underlying motivations behind
these activities theoretically are very different. Where the hunter depends on the resource

for subsistence, he or she will have more commitment to protect it for future use,
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knowing that conservation will ultimately benefit him or her (Berkes, 1999). Regarding
the values associated with these motivations, studies of indigenous cultures distinguish
between the ethics of sport and subsistence hunters (e.g., Hames, 1987; Berkes, 1999).
Indeed, intuitively the trophy hunter will likely have very different environmental values
than, for example, the Cree fisherman. Referring to the reliance on natural resources by
indigenous groups, Hames (1987) points out that the question of whether such groups
should be considered conservationists or just efficient hunters carries, in practice, little
relevance, since the two are not mutually exclusive and the former i1s a means to the latter.
Evidence of this logic in the study communities is found in a number of hunters’
responses. For example:

Interviewer: Do vou think that the current level of protection is sufficient, insufficient, or
too stringent?

Gambo Respondent (No. 1): There should be protection. I have a real emotion that it

should not be (over) exploited. It’s not over exploited now, but you need to educate for
what can happen. There's over fishing, people taking home whatever they can.

Interviewer: Do vou consider it important to preserve that wetland for future
generations?
Glovertown Respondent (No. 27): Yes, definitely. I 'm an outdoors person, a hunter, but
also a core conservationist. Hunting rules are good if it means conserving for the
children.

While the interview data are insufficient to properly explore differences in values

and attitudes between sport and subsistence hunters, Table 4.15 shows the extent to which

the sample considered hunting as a sport or recreational, or subsistence activity.
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Table 4.15: Categorisation of Hunting

Hunting categorised as a Hunting specifically not
recreational activity categorised as a
recreational activity
Gambo 4 5
(n=9) (44%) (56%)
Glovertown 6 6
(n=12) (50%) (50%)
Stephenville Crossing Lack of data
(n=2)
Parsons Pond 6 19
(n=25) (24%0) (76%)

There are limited data due to the absence of a question specifically investigating
this perception, and these results rely on references made in various contexts during the
interviews. While respondents in Gambo and Glovertown are fairly evenly split over how
they view hunting, Parsons Pond respondents referred to hunting as a subsistence activity
more than three times more than as a recreational activity. This may reflect the level of
mmportance of subsistence hunting in Parsons Pond, and may be connected to the results
that suggest hunters in this community exhibit stronger ecocentric orientations than
hunters elsewhere (see Appendix 5.10b).

It may also be key that the commitment to protect hunting resources for future use
extends to future generations, indicative of the role that cultural values attached to

traditional hunting practices may play in motivating users to use them, or steward them,

wisely:
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Gambo Respondent (No. 13): 7 believe things should be left like it is. [ would like for my
grandchildren to be able to go out and hunt like I can.

Glovertown Respondent (No. 6. a hunter): Sure (it 1s important to protect the wetland for
future generations), it is part of ¢ r heritage.

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. 3): Definitelv (important to protect the wetland for future
generations), for my son, so that e can hunt.

Parsons Pond Respondent (No. ¢  Keep it like it is. Hopefully my daughter will be able to
go hunting.

Ultimately, however, it would a] ear that the influence of such values is limited by

concemns that constitute preservation an impractical, if not impossible, choice:

Parsons Pond Respondent (no. 13): The grandchildren won't be stayving here. Parsons
Pond will die, ‘The Pond’ will die unless the oil wells are started. If evervone has gone to
Ontario, what's the point in preserving the marsh?

Notes

1) 1t is acknowledged that Leopold’s (  49) Land Ethic can be interpreted as a radical form of ecocentrism
that places the rights of the biotic com 1nity before that of the individual, including the human individual
(c.g.. Regan, 1983). This interpretation is not suggested to be reflective of the ethics of Parsons Pond
community members. The comparisol not made in an attempt to pigeon-hole the community’s ethics as
one or another championed by variou: 1vironmental ethicists, merely that there is evidence of holistic
ccocentric tendencies, of which Leop«  favoured. in their responses.
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Chapter 5: Conclusion

5.1 Summary of the Research

This thesis has explored environmental ethics, and local and centralised natural
resource decision-making in four rural Newfoundland communities. By investigating the
values associated with, attitudes towards, and uses of local wetlands among members of
these communities, this study has assumed the context of a culture of a historic
connection and dependence on local raw resources. The thesis’ particular focus on the
way people’s valuations of the natural environment are affected by the way they engage
with nature through their activities 1n it, considering both traditional practices of
subsistence and modern recreational uses, reflects the adoption of the culturalist view of
the construct of people-nature relations. The thesis has examined the consequences of, or
decision-making outcomes associated with, different constructs of environmental values.
In doing so, it has sought to stress the decisive role of values in decision-making, whether
by an individual community member, or at policy level, and to direct attention toward the
potential of incorporating local ethics into the management of community natural
resources.

The study of community members’ values, attitudes, and uses was conducted by
employing both an exploratory interview technique and a structured questionnaire. In
order to examine the role that values assume in policy-making, a community level
environmental stewardship programme, initiated by an agency of provincial government
in two of the four study communities, has been examined. The programme is also used as

a case study of ethics in participatory community management. Theoretical
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environmental ethics literature, theoretical and empirical studies of peoples’ uses of the
natural environment, and the ethical analysis of the Municipal Wetlands Stewardship
programme (MWS), provide the contexts for interpreting the implications of the value

and attitudinal data gathered in this study.

5.2 Brief Overview of the Main Findings of Community Members

Members of the four communities perceive and hold a range of values and
attitudes about their local wetlands, which inform different opinions about their
importance and how they should be managed. These values and attitudes are
predominantly, but not exclusively, linked to personal uses made of the wetlands. Local
wetlands are valued by the community members for reasons as diverse as providing
venues for moose hunting or rabbit snaring, places for the peace and tranquility of a walk,
tourist attractions, waterfowl habitat, filtering systems for the water supply, or just
because they have been there for thousands of years. In many cases it is important that
these values will continue to benefit future generations. The values that the local wetlands
hold for community members bear significantly on their decision-making stances as they
relate to these wetlands. The way that arguments are constructed that result in decisions
pertaining to the local wetlands’ environment suggest that individuals’ tendencies toward
environmental ethical orientations influence their positions on environmental issues.
Other, ‘non-environmental’, variables, in particular community economic security and
stability concerns, also interact with, and bear significantly on an individual’s

environmental decision-making.
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5.3 Uses of the Natural Environmental and Associated Environmental Ethics

The most frequently cited values (utilities) associated with local wetlands are
based on direct use. There is a level of use of a natural environment by members of all
four communities that, particularly with regard to levels of consumptive uses, would
likely be higher than in urban contexts, or in the agricultural-rural contexts of their
Canadian mainland eighbours. This likely difference reflects the continued importance
of the local environment in the everyday lives of community members in rural
Newfoundland. The differences in values associated with different uses of local wetlands,
which will be discussed in detail, suggest that personal use of the natural environment is a
key factor affecting the development of environmental values.
5.3.1. KDMP and ‘The Sanctuary’: Values and appreciative uses of wetlands

It is clear tt  the facilitation of appreciative use of the wetlands of KDMP in
Glovertown has fos ‘:red protectionist attitudes among the park’s users. As far as can be
predicted, behaviov il (decision-making) outcomes consistent with these attitudes have
developed toward this wetlands’ area as a result of this use. Although not part of a
formally named in ative, the discussion of the values and attitudes of the users of KDMP
highlights the pote 1al for local stewardship, that is, the importance that this wetlands’
area has assumed s ce the development of the park implicitly protects it. This ethical
knowledge (of whi 1is locally valuable) would constitute a powerful force in the face of,
for example, a development threat.

It 1s appare , however, that the pro-environmental attitudes among KDMP users
are very specific to the park, and do not constitute a general concern for the natural

environment. Con: lering also the direct human user and human community benefits
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associated with KDMP, their specific concern for this area appears anthropocentrically
motivated, that is, the object of the valuation enjoys such a status as a result of specific
benefits it conveys to humans. The consequences of the values and attitudes among users
of KDMP include a privileging of the particular aspects of nature that are compatible with
these valuations, the development of a taste for nature that is manicured for accessibility,
and a view of nature as a place to visit. Separating people from nature, by constructing it
as a place to visit, portraying human needs 1n nature as confined to an oasis of naturality
separate from everyday business, and ‘taming’ it (for accessibility) are consequences
associated with anthropocentrism rather than ecocentrism.

Similarities can be drawn between attitudes toward KDMP, and Stephenville
Crossing’s ‘Sanctuary’, since, through MWS| the use of the latter wetlands™ area has also
fostered strong protective attitudes. However, the values reported by users of the ‘The
Sanctuary’ differ from KDMP users by virtue of their focus on waterfowl, since they are
primarily based on the intrinsic value of an aspect of nature, in addition to the aesthetic
enjoyment conveyed to the user. While the protective attitudes among the users of ‘The
Sanctuary’ are less specific to this area, they likely remain value-specific in that they are
concentrated on waterfowl. Therefore, users of this area tend to exhibit concern that
extends to other wetland areas, but only insofar as they provide valued waterfowl habitat.
5.3.2 Consumptive use and values: Subsistence hunters

There is not one wetland in any of the four communities that is comparable in
popularity to KDMP and ‘The Sanctuary’, in terms of numbers of visitors, for
consumptive uses. In general, therefore, the motivations and goals sought by consumptive

users of local wetlands vary and are not necessarily focused on returning with a raw
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resource. Indeed, the values attached to hunting activities do not preclude ecocentrism,
even though it would appear inconsistent with the logic of consumptive use, since its
definition implies anthropocentric-tending motivations. Nevertheless many hunters in this
study incorporate ethical considerations, including ecocentrically-tending, for the natural
environment 1n their responses, both when describing their activities on local wetlands,
and in formulating opinions or constructing hypothetical decisions regarding them. Such
responses are particularly apparent in Parsons Pond, where the questionnaire-measured
environmental value orientations of hunters also tend strongly to ecocentrism. The
reasons behind the appearance, in this study, of an association between ecocentric-based
concern for the natural environment, and consumptive, more than appreciative use, are
discussed below.
5.3.3 The use of nature and the development of environmental ethics: Theoretical
ethical assumptions, empirical literature, and the context of rural Newfoundland
Dunlap and Heffernan (1975) suggest that the association between ecocentric
values and appreciative use of the natural environment, found also in some normative
environmental ethics theory. explains the positive correlation they have found between
such uses and environmental concern. Both their empirical findings, which have found
some subsequent support, regarding a link between particular uses of, and concern for, the
natural environment, and their theoretical environmental value association with these
uses, have little applicability to the contexts of this study.
5.3.3.1 Association of Use of the Natural Environment and Environmental Concern
Support i1s found for Dunlap and Heffernan’s (1975) findings that environmental

concern among users of the natural environment 1s strongest for the aspects of the natural
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environment necessary for undertaking those uses, whether appreciative or consumptive,
but not for their findings that suggest appreciative use, rather than consumptive, 1s more
likely to foster environmental concern. Logic suggests that, where a hunter depends on
the resource for subsistence, he or she will have more commitment to protect it for future
use, including those of future generations of the community. Indeed, if environmental
concern is most strongly linked by use to the aspects of the natural environment necessary
for undertaking that use, and where the user understands the interdependency of the
various parts of the ecosystem, the more likely that an holistic ethic is developed that
maintains biodiversity and sustainable resource use. This would be the case where
hunters, through their activities, are exposed to the consequences of non-conservative
practices and to pressures and threats to local resources, as suggested here.

This anthropocentrically motivated concern for the natural environment, however,
may only be a partial explanation for the development of environmental concern among
hunters in Parsons Pond, since this group exhibits such strong ecocentric tendencies.
5.3.3.2 Ethical Associations of Uses of the Natural Environment

Research into motivations behind hunters belonging to contemporary societies
also identifies ecocentric orientations among particular types of hunters (Kellert, 1983).
The apparent anomaly of the association of ecocentric tendencies with hunting use is also
supported 1n the literature studying indigenous cultures and their hunting practices, which
note the deeply moral hunting ethic in contrast to an anthropocentric, use orientated, or
utilitarian approach (e.g.. Berkes, 1999). Dunlap and Heffernan (1975) distinguish
consumptive use from appreciative use by suggesting that the former involves taking

something or altering the natural environment. However, hunter-gatherers, as Brody
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(2000) points out, “‘do not make any intensive efforts to reshape their environment. They
rely, instead, on knowing how to find, use and sustain that which is already there” (p. 89).
While hunting activities involve taking game from the environment (although, as has
been seen, this is not necessarily the key motivation), if such practices are conservative
and sustainable, the manicuring of natural areas for appreciative use, such as the
development of KDMP, involves more permanent alteration to the natural environment
than do subsistence hunting activities.

Encouraging the appreciative enjoyment of the natural environment has benefits,
but 1t does not enjoin man and nature (Cronon, 1995). In his criticism of conceiving ideal
nature as that which is passively appreciated rather than consumptively used, Cronon
(1995) argues that, where nature becomes a place to visit and separate from everyday
human business, it is likely to reinforce environmentally irresponsible behaviour. This
stance echoes Leopald’s view (in Norton, 1991, p. 56) that “‘any experience that reminds
us of our dependency on the soil-plant-animal-man food chain, and of the fundamental
organisation of the biota” is key to the development of an ethic of respect for nature. The
feeling, and awareness of a connection with nature that according to White (1995) is more
deeply provided by work, rather than recreation, in the natural environment, may explain
the appearance of ecocentric orientations among subsistence hunters, and is coupled with
a form of enlightened anthropocentrism that identifies the well-being of the human
community with that of the natural one.

5.3.4 Privileging appreciative uses and values: The need for context

Studies of the way that uses of the natural environment influence the

environmental values of people undertaking those uses are largely motivated by the
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potential for informing environmental programmes. Where appreciative uses of the
natural environment have been found to lead to pro-environmental constituencies,
promoting and facilitating those uses can be employed as a strategy to achieve and
maintain environmental quality (Dunlap and Heffernan, 1975; Nord, 1998). The risk with
such a strategy is that it can privilege appreciative use values, and the aspects of nature
that convey them. In broader environmental debates, the privileging of objects of
appreciative or aesthetic value i1s witnessed in public opinion expressing concern for the
w¢ -being of large, attractive animals such as seals, while more significant impacts to
w 1life due to habitat loss go unrecognised (Kellert, 1983). In the case of KDMP, the
area becomes privileged at the expense of more ecologically productive wetlands as the
vi 1es associated with appreciative enjoyment become more important to the beholder
tl 1 ecological values.

Simultaneously, appreciative uses can promote the separation of people and the
n ral environment by creating parks to visit, and, unlike subsistence hunting use, a
s« aration of people from the raw resources on which, to varying degrees, many
¢ munities still depend. Such a separation is the cause of the modern perception of the
n aral environment known as ‘the urban perception’ (Gomez-Pompa and Kaus, 1992). It
1s he individual who distrusts the consumptive use of nature who possesses such a view
b ause, from a typical urban standpoint, he does not have to face the effects on nature of

u s that provide for his lifestyle (White, 1995). From such a position, the view of ideal

n are as untouched ‘wilderness’ (Cronon, 1995) is tenable. While rural Newfoundlanders

d not go without many of the manufactured, material goods of their urban, mainland

neighbours, the continued role of nature as a direct provider suggests a view here that is
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contrary to such a concept. While promoting appreciative use may be an effective strategy
for an increasingly detached from nature modern society, espousing aesthetic values
constitutes a form of elitism that can manifest itself in the negative judging of
consumptive uses undertaken by members of directly resource-dependant communities.
5.4 Values, Policy, Stewardship, and Participatory Management: Findings of the
Ethical Analysis of MWS

The original objective of this thesis, to evaluate the value and attitude changes as a
result of the MWS programme, led to the broader study that ethically questions the
programme and its objectives. This section discusses some of the key findings of that
study, and their implications.

5.4.1 MWS as policy: Do values matter?

The ethical study of the MWS programme, and the way that it functions in the
participating communities, has identified the values that the programme espouses and has
sought to provide evidence that environmental policy is not value-free. The MWS
programme is representative of centralised policy since i1t represents a course of action
adopted at government level and executed through one of its agencies. Included as a
Jjustification for the scope of this study were the arguments that all environmental policies
are based on judgements about what is valuable, and pursue the fulfillment of particular
value-laden purposes, and these values make a practical difference to the outcomes of the
ensuing policy (Stenmark, 2002). The policies represented by MWS are no different.

One reason why decision-making based on scientific knowledge is not value-free
1s that what one chooses to measure by science is inherently value laden. Biological

science, under the guidance of the EHJV, ascertains the importance of community
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wetlands as habitat or staging grounds for waterfowl. Managers do not measure, for
example, a wetland’s role in water purification, or as a buffer zone that reduces soil
erosion, or as a source of food for moose, or (if it could) its aesthetic beauty. Science 1s
not directed by the EHJV to collect these measures, because the natural objects of priority
for the EHJV are waterfowl (ultimately linked to anthropocentric motivations).
Accordingly, the selection criterion of participating stewardship communities is the
presence of wetlands in those communities that fulfill those goals. To those communities
in Newfoundland that have approached the EHJV, interested in participating in the MWS
programme but do not possess wetlands that are important to the survival and increase of
waterfowl populations — potential ‘stewards’, perhaps, who value wetlands for other
reasons - and, potentially, to the landscape of rural Newfoundland, the values underlying
the policies of the programme indeed make a practical difference.

5.4.2 MWS as participatory management: To what extent are local values
incorporated into this arrangement?

The values underlying EHJV policy also have practical implications for hunters 1n
participating communities. Reminiscent of, but opposite to, how Aldo Leopold and
Rachel Carson appealed to a broader range of environmental constituencies by employing
anthropocentrically orientated arguments to achieve their ecocentrically motivated ends
(Norton, 1991), MWS encourages, or at least facilitates, the development of preservation
(from consumptive use) values, yet its underlying motive is based on the conservation (for
consumptive use) values of waterfowl resources, particularly to US hunters. It is
questionable whether or not the underlying value motivation 1s made clear to the

members of stewardship communities. The means to protection might be justified by the
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ends of wetland preservation were it not for the potential marginalisation of those who do
not prioritise values compatible with those of the EHJV. So, while the programme
functions in such a way as to appear to have delegated power to local communities, the
extent to which the programme reflects citizen control (Arnstein, 1969) is ultimately
limited by the way that the EHJV retains the ethical power of choosing the values of the
participatory management arrangement.
5.4.3 Consequences of retaining value judgements in participatory management

It 1s evident from this study that two practical implications arise from the power
dynamic created from the value-statement motivating the EHJV programme. The first
considers the situation whereby the marginalisation of particular locally-held values
causes conflict. The second is related to the ethical question of MWS, its objectives
regarding the encouragement of pro-environmental ethics, and the question ‘in seeking to
fulfill such value objectives, what values does it necessarily seek to change?’
5.4.3.1 Value Conflicts

Local values must be incorporated into participatory management initiatives in
order for these initiatives to gain sufficient support to make them effective (Parker, 1995).
Value conflicts arise when one particular set of values i1s promoted or privileged, since it
1s necessarily done so at the expense of another (Stenmark, 2002). An issue of
environmental movements that espouse the ‘non-use’ of nature is that they polarise use
values. This is evident in well publicised ‘environmentalists’ versus local resource user
conflicts such as the Canadian east coast seal hunt. Adoption of such a stance can lead to
the imposition of a ‘right” value system at the expense of the rural poor (White, 1995).

MWS does not explicitly adopt an anti-hunting stance, but this scenario is somewhat
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reflected in the outcomes of the programme since its value-laden objectives necessarily
encourage appreciative values at the expense of local consumptive resource users.

There is evidence in the study of Stephenville Crossing that local hunters have felt
marginalised by the promotion of appreciative values toward local wetland resources.
When social norms change in a small community, witnessed here in community
members’ attitudes toward waterfowl, this pressure is to be expected (Newhouse, 1990).
The view of the MWS 1nitiative among this group of hunters i1s generally, at best, a
reluctant acceptance rather than support. A more problematic conflict of values, however,
may be arising between business interests in the community, who articulate the presence
of the ‘use’ versus ‘non-use’ conflict, by perceiving the push for wetlands” preservation
as a threat to the need for economic use of the local environment.
5.4.3.2 Marginalising Traditional Stewardship Ethics

While trail building is considered by the EHJV only as an effective delivery
mechanism for the stewardship message, rather than a specific end objective, it is
important to ascertain exactly what message 1s being delivered. This work highlights that
it is a problematic assumption that appreciative use will necessarily foster a stewardship
ethic. Moreover, it is important to ascertain what ethics of stewardship already exist
among members of these communities that may be lost by delivering this message.

There exists a positive affect associated with facilitating access through the
development of recreational facilities in natural areas. It apparently fosters attachment,
and protective attitudes, and particularly affords the opportunity for people to have
contact with nature who would not normally do so: in the two communities that do not

possess such wetlands, the ability of the hunter group to speak with familiarity about a

149



wetland (frequently they exhibited knowledge of many) strongly outweighed that of the
non-hunter group. Traditionally, it is unlikely that rural Newfoundlanders would have
needed boardwalks and trails to familiarise themselves with, and learn the values of the
importance of their local environs. While the creation of wetland parks for appreciative
use may have benefits for an increasingly detached-from-nature society, the ‘traditional’
subsistence uses continue. In other words, the access-facilitated wetlands in Glovertown
and Stephenville Crossing play a role in developing awareness of wetlands, but an
awareness that hunters already possess. Therefore, hunters in the latter community may
be forgiven for their ambivalence toward MWS since they are left to wonder why they
would wish to walk around a we' ind, having spent a day of work in one, in order to gain
an understanding of its importance that has been learned through years of using it for
subsistence, even survival, purposes. While the MWS programme seeks to encourage
ethics of stewardship, or a partic ar construct thereof, these ethics appear to clash with,
and marginalise, the traditional stewardship ethics of local subsistence users. While the
objective of protecting local wetlands is valid, ironically it may be that using them

consumptively has developed a more appropriate ethic.

5.5 The Role of TEK in Resou e Management: Lessons from Parsons Pond

By retaining the value ju :ement, what is not incorporated into the MWS
programme 1s the traditional ste irdship ethic of local subsistence users. To the extent
that a group’s reliance on local resources has developed, over generations, an intimate
knowledge of and relationship v h local nature, these ethics can be considered as

traditional ecological knowledge (TEK). To the extent that a key rationale behind
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studying TEK 1is to develop a new environmental ethic by learning from the wisdom of its
holders (Berkes, 1999), and that this traditional stewardship ethic may be adapted to more
effectively address local resource problems, there appears a good reason to consider it as
TEK. The objective of the following is not to attempt to comprehensively describe the
environmental ethics of the community members of Parsons Pond, but to employ this
community’s data to demonstrate the importance of the latter argument, that is, the role of
incorporating placed-based ethics > address resource problems.

5.5.1 Adapted values: Environmental ethics in Parsons Pond

Economic growth is not an end itself to be achieved at any cost. Other values,

principally the protection and nurturing of the natural environment, conservation

of renewable resources an social harmony, take precedence. The economy 1s
embedded 1n natural and social life to serve the needs of the community and its

people (House, 1993 p.277).

The role that the natural environment plays in the lives of rural Newfoundland
communities 1s reflected in the interview dialogue of many community members,
particularly those of Parsons Pond. To assume that environmental decisions can be
reduced to rational economic cho e, and thus conclude that, on account of their trade-off
responses, residents of Parsons Pc d care little for their local environs relative to
economic incentive, is to ignore I w these decisions are related to the moral principles
that justify them. Construction of arguments reve: ; equally important environmental
value influences that suggest an e ic of stewardsh ' that may have historically ensured
the survival of this community.

The depth of study requir:  in environmental ethics research is exemplified by the

discussion of Parsons Pond. Ethic ~ analysis must judge practices not by their assumed

normative associations but by th¢ outcomes. To suggest that people’s moral concern for
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nature: temper the ideal with the practical. Making the economic and environmental
trade-offs work in the long term, as is attempted in the reasoning of Parsons Pond
respondents, may be a dilemma that has been solved for many generations. An ethic of
stewardship that preserves a local wetland but not the human community is stewardship
that has failed. Policy or co-management arrangements that retain environmental value
judgements ignore the realistic potential that the problem of finding the middle ground
between use and preservation has, in the place to which it is subject, been engaged for
centuries. The ‘right’ values are more likely to be found by incorporating local ethics and
values into resource management, since, in the Darwinian sense (Norton, 1991), a

community has found the right ethics if they have ensured their survival.

5.6 The Role of TEK in Resource Management: Lessons from MWS

Marginalising those community members who prioritise consumptive use values
1s not merely unjust. If it were to be taken to the extreme, privileging preservation values
would leave human society precisely nowhere to live and survive on the natural
environment (Cronon, 1995). In a resource dependant society, “‘we need an environmental
ethic that will tell us as much about using nature as about not using it” (Cronon, 1995, pp.
85). In a practical sense we cannot create parks or waterfowl sanctuaries out of every
remaining piece of natural environment in order to fulfill the protective goals of
environmental ethics. Yet, under MWS, those who may possess TEK that can address this
problem have no avenue to participate and impress these ethics to engage this issue.

There 1s no necessity the consumptive use equates to exploitation: “Renewable

resources can be wisely, even lovingly managed if people have the knowledge, skills and
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will to do so” (Lerner, 1986: pp. 56). How MWS functions in communities is not the
subject of this thesis and there are likely complex social processes that differ between
communities. However, while it i1s apparent that it can initially appeal to a range of
values, and people may involve themselves 1in environmentally related activities at
various levels for non-environmental reasons, logically 1t necessitates a concern for, or
values held in, waterfowl resources by the leaders of the programme in each community
to drive it. While acknowledging that the programme may have to be sold on various
values, the leaders interviewed in this study reflect this logic. Part of the process of MWS,
through education, awareness, and other measures that encourage values sympathetic to
the goals of MWS, appears to be a building on values and attitudes that already exist in
communities. One reason people do not act on their values and attitudes is that they do
not have the avenues to do so (Hungerford and Volk, 1990). MWS provides that avenue,
but only for those who hold values sympathetic to their goals. In these situations the
power of local stewardship is evident — protection by ethical knowledge — highlighting
how policy based upon local values can be effective in resource management. If there are
traditional stewardship ethics among hunters, what avenues to act are this group provided
with? Resources can be wisely, even lovingly managed if people have the knowledge,
skills, will, and are empowered to do so.
5.7 A Note on the Convergence Theory and Normative Anthropocentric Ethics

At this juncture, it is necessary to address one further literary debate. A non-
ethically-based argument can be made for increased community autonomy 1in local
resource management, which can be supported by the responses found in Parsons Pond.

In simple terms, such initiatives tend to eliminate externalities (that is, the situation where
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the full costs, or benefits, of a decision are not borne by the decision-maker). Externalities
in resource management clearly occur where political or corporate interests enter the
decision-making arena. Not only is local level :cision-making more likely to consider
the needs. aspirations, and values of local peor :, they are more likely to be made with an
awareness of the depleting or damaging consec ences of their decisions. Decisions
designed to mitigate such consequences are mc : likely if the decision-maker also bears

the costs of such consequences.

Despite very thorough discussions of 11 .genous groups’ environmental ethics,
Berkes (1999), in concluding the need for com inity-based resource management, states
that ““Whether traditional peoples practice cons vation or not depends more on this
fundamental point (that both costs and benefits f any decision will be borne by the same
group) than on any supposed natural inclinatio of a group to act as conservers or non-
conservers” (p. 181). Such a statement appears  lend credence to Norton’s (1991)
arguments that the consequences of anthropoct rism converge with those of ecocentrism
when 1t is recognised that human health and ¢ ty of life are dependent on the natural
environment. This, owever, carries problema  assumptions, for example, that safe

limits of resource use can be identified, and un e anthropocentrism, under ecocentrism,

environmental protection is not conditional on :recognition of such limits.

Moreover, Parsons Pond responses in ‘e that local decision-making in this
community does incorporate moral regard for local natural environment: it is not of
value merely because of its role in the surviv: the community. The ‘authority systems

of management’ (Berkes, 1999) that address re  1rce problems in this community may
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not function the same way without such morally ascribed values. The ethics underlying
local practices must be understood for what they are by appropnate study, rather than
attempting to, for example, reduce the trade-off responses of the community members of
Parsons Pond to a cost-benefit analysis. The awareness of the costs and benefits of
environmental decisions are derived from an ethical knowledge of a far more complex set

of values than economics, or indeed natural science, can measure.

5.8 Concluding Remarks and Recommendations for Future Research

Environmental valuations fulfill many uses: environments may be valued for the
profit or economic benefit they can bequeath, they may be valued for the multiple
pleasures they bestow, they may be valued for the security or stability they
provide in some people’s lives. These and other types of valuation...must be of
equal concern to the policy community 1f goals of sustainability and
environmental care are to gain sufficient support to make them realistic political
and social targets (O’Brien and Guerrier, 1995 p.xv).

Policies enabling responsible local concern should be built on the recognition that
the value of localities to their inhabitants can form a powerful motive for local
environmental stewardship (Parker, 1995). This is evident from the ethical study of
MWS, as i1s also the assertion that policy is value-laden, and that the adoption of
particular values has practical outcomes for the results of that policy. The culture of rural
Newfoundland that has interwoven ecology and economy (Ommer, 2000b) includes the
ethical knowledge (of what is locally valuable) that can also address modern resource
dilemmas. The practical implication for resource management and policy that should be
of most concern is that these ethics can be marginalised by the value judgements of

outside decision-makers.
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Studies of the traditional ecological knowledge of rural Newfoundland
communities should be placed on future research agendas since the role that these adapted
ethics can play in participatory management and policy-making is clear. There 1s a gap in
ethical studies, between those in modern, urban (or rural) contexts, and the traditional
ecological knowledge of indigenous cultures, which is represented by rural
Newfoundland. In a resource dependant society, it is imperative to understand the
contexts of local ethics and practices rather than default to theoretical ethical assumptions
made of modern societies, understand how they have adapted over generations of use to
the needs of the community, both human and natural, and explore their potential to adapt
to engage modern resource problems. It is imperative too, to critically analyse and openly
discuss the ethics of resource management and policy, so that these can also be properly

evaluated for what they are, and whose interests and values they prioritise.

The potential of participatory management that incorporates TEK is apparent from
studying MWS, but since the scope of its goals and the values upon which local
community members are motivated are limited, so is its effectiveness. Participatory
management can be effective by way of building on the ethics of community members
and by providing an avenue to act on those ethics, but cannot privilege particular values
and espouse a notion of stewardship counter to local or historically developed
stewardship ethics. The rationale for studying TEK - that power holders can learn from
the ethics of local groups - has practical consequences. To suggest that local resource
management and stewardship can be built around historically developed and deeply felt

concerns is a legitimate strategy. both ethically and practically.
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Appendix 1: Semi-Structured Interview Questions




Can you locate any wetlands close to your community?
Where?
How would you describe that wetland?

Do you think that wetland is an asset or a detriment to your community, or
neither?

Why?

1) Does that wetland provide habitat for waterfowl or wildlife, and are
there any endangered or rare species ever present?

1) Do you know if the numbers or variety of species have increased or
decreased significantly over the last few years?

111) Does that wetland affect the town’s water supply?

1v) Does that wetland provide flood protection?
V) Does that wetland provide erosion control?
Vi) Does that wetland provide opportunities for any recreational

activities?
vil)  Does that wetland provide any food resources?
viil) Can you think of any other uses that wetland might have?

Do you visit that wetland for any purpose? If so, for what purpose and with
whom?

How frequently do you visit that wetland?
Do you think that it 1s important to preserve that wetland? If so, why?

How important do you think 1t 1s to protect that, or other wetlands, so that
future generations may benefit from them?

If you never used that wetland, or thought it had no benefit to you or other,
would it bother you 1f 1t was protected or not?
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a)

b)

Do you know if that wetland 1s currently protected in any way? How is it
protected?

Do you think the current level of protection is sufficient, insufficient, or too
stringent?

How would you like to see this change?

How would you feel if someone wanted to build on, or adjacent to that
wetland?

Would you actively oppose any such developments? If so, how?

How do you feel about human interventions to increase fish and wildlife
use of that or other wetlands?

How do you feel about itiatives to educate and promote awareness of the
wetlands within your community?

Should that wetland be reserved from:

1) Drainage and fillin ?

1n) ATV use?

111) Hunting or fishing?

1v)  Wood cutting?

Are you, or have you previously been involved in any activities related to the
wetland or the natural ¢ vironment generally. such as clean-up campaigns,
trail-building, installing nesting boxes, bird counting, or any other?

Are you a member of a 7 environmental groups?

Do you support the pro otion of the wetland for tourism?

Would you like to see t : development, or further development of boardwalks
or trails on that or other wetlands?

Who do you think shou be primarily responsible for managing the wetland?
If you were asked to pa icipate in the management of the wetland, would you?

How would you feel about making a donation to enhance the wetland?



12

13

14

Are you aware of the Municipal Wetlands Stewardship programme? If so,
how did you become aware of it?

Are you aware of the objectives of the programme?

Do you support the programme and feel your community has benefited from it
/ would you like to see the programme adopted by your community?

Has the programme changed the way you view or use the wetland?
If a proposal was put forward to fill in that wetland, and develop the area in
a manner that would be of economic benefit to your community, would you

support the venture or like to see the wetland preserved?

Do you have any other comments?



Appendix 2: Sample Questionnaire




)
2)
3)

4)

5)

6)

Part 1: General Information

Age: please circle the appropriate category. 18-35,36-50, 51-69, 70+

Male or female?

Occupation?

Household income per year: please circle the appropriate range.

Under 30,000, 30,000-59,999, 60,000-89,000, ov«
To what level are you educated?

Do you hold any position of authority or respons
please state your position?

90.000, prefer not to say.

ility within the community? 1f so,



Part 2: Please indicate whether you strongly disagree, somewhat disagree, neither agree
nor disagree, somewhat agree, or strongly agree with each of the following statements by

placing a tick 1n the appropriate column.

Statement

Res

onse

Value
(note 1)

Strongly
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Somewhat
agree

Strongly
agree

One of the worst things
about overpopulation is that
many natural areas are
getting destroyed for
development

Eco

o

I can enjoy spending time in
natural settings just for the
sake of being out in nature

Eco

Environmental threats such
as ozone depletion have
been exaggerated

Apath

The loss of the rainforest
concerns me because it will
restrict the development of
new medicines

Anth

Sometimes 1t makes me sad
to see forests cleared for
agriculture

Eco

It seems to me that most
conscrvationists are
somewhat paranoid

Apath

1 prefer wildlife reserves to
Z00S

Eco

I do not think the problem
of depletion of natural
resources 1s as bad as many
people make it out to be

Apath

I find it hard to get too
concerned about
environmental issues

Apath

10

I need time in nature to be
happy

Eco

11

The thing that concerns me
most about deforestation is
that there will not be enough
lumber for future
gencrations

Anth

I think that humans will
survive even without
conserving nature

Apath

13

Sometimes when I am
unhappy I can find comfort
In nature

Eco




Statement

Res

onse

Value
(note 1)

Strongly
disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Somewhat
agree

Strongly
agree

14

Most environmental
problems will solve
themselves given enough
time

Apath

15

I don’t care about
environmental problems

Apath

16

I"'m opposed to programs to
preserve wilderness

Apath

17

It makes me sad to see
natural environments
destroyed

Eco

18

The most important reason
for conservation is human
survival

Anth

19

One of the best things about
recycling is that it saves
money

Anth

20

Nature is important bec. se
of what it can contribute to

the pleasure and welfare of
humans

Anth

Too much emphasis has
been placed on conservation

Apath

Nature 1s valuable for its
own sake

Eco

The most important reason
to preserve natural resor  :es
is to maintain a high quality
of life

Anth

Being out in nature is a
great stress reliever for @

Eco

One of the most import: ¢
reasons to conserve is to
ensure a continued high
standard of living

Anth

26

One of the most import:
reasons to conserve is to
preserve wild areas

Eco

Continued land
development does not
concern me as long as a
high quality of life can
preserved

Anth

Sometimes animals seem
almost human to me

Eco

Humans are as much a part
of the ecosystem as animals

Eco

Note 1: The value category does not appear on the circulated questionnaire.




Appendix 3: Participation Consent Form




Interview Consent Form

Measuring the Success of Municipal Wetlands Stewardship as an Emerging
Principle in Rural Newfoundland Environmental Value Systems

Researcher: Tim Hollis, Department of Geography, Memorial University of
Newfoundland

The purpose of this research is to evaluate the success of Municipal Wetlands
Stewardship Programmes in Newfoundland by studying physical changes to these
wetlands, and by i1dentifying changes in attitudes to the wetlands and the environment in
general, in members of Wetlands Stewardship and non-Stewardship communities.

Participation in this study 1s voluntary, a participant’s consent is not binding, and he or
she may withdraw from this study at any time. Participants will remain anonymous and
names will not appear on any of the questionnaires. The principle researcher alone will be
aware of the participant’s 1dentity. Information provided in the questionnaire will only be
used for the purposes of this study.

This consent form 1s required by the Interdisciplinary Committee on Ethics in Human
Research, Memorial University of Newfoundland. The completed forms will be kept
separate from the questionnaires.

I understand the nature of this study and give my consent to be a participant.

Name:

Signature:

Tel. No:

Date:




Appendix 4: Stephenville Crossing Wetlands Stewardship Zone







Appendix 5: Data Tables




Appendix 5.1: General Preservation Choice

Important to Preserve the

Not Important to Preserve the

Wetland Wetland
Gambo 27 3
(n=30) (90%) (10%)
Glovertown 29 1
(n=30) (97%) (3%)
Stephenville 27 2
Crossing (93%) (7%)
(n=29)
P. Pond 18 12
(n=30) (60%) (40%)

Appendix 5.2: Preferred Level of Decision Making Authority

Government Local Level Combination No Choice
Level
Gambo 16 7 6 1
(n=30) (53%) (23%) (20%) (3%)
Glovertown 7 11 10 2
(n=30) (23%) (23%) (33%) (7%)
Steph. Crossing 6 16 7 1
(n=30) (20%) (53%) (23%) (3%)
P. Pond 9 12 6 3
(n=30) (30%) (40%) (20%) (10%)




Appendix 5.3:

Involvement in Environmental Activities and Willingness to Participate in

Wetlands’ Management

Presently or previously Would become involved
involved
Yes No Yes No Don’t know
Gambo 11 19 21 6 3
(n=30) (37%) (63%) (70%) (20%) (10%)
Glovertown 15 15 22 4 4
(n=30) (50%) (50%) (73%) (13%) (13%)
S. Crossing 8 22 22 4 4
(n=30) (27%) (73%) (73%) (13%) (13%)
Parsons Pond 4 26 18 12 0
(n=30) (13%) (87%) (60% (40%) (0%)

Appendix 5.4: Relationship Between Involvement in Environmental Activities and Trade-

Off :cision

Involvement Trade-Off Decision
Accept Decline Don’t Know

Gambo Currently or previously 0 8 0
(n=23) i rolved (0%) (100%) (0%)

(n=8)

I tinvolved 11 3 1

(n=15) (73% (20%) (7%%)
Glovertown Currently or previously 3 9 3
(n=29) i olved (20%) (60%) (20%)

¢ -15)

Not involved 4 9 1

( =19) (29%) (64%) (7%)
Steph. Crossing Currently or previously 2 3 3
(n=30) , 1 olved (25%) (38%) (38%)

( 8)

Not involved ¥ 13 1

( =22) (36%) (59%) (5%)
Parsons Pond ¢ rrently or previously 4 0 0
(n=30) i olved (100%) (0%) (0%)

¢ =4)

I tinvolved 22 2 2

( =26) (85%) (8%) (8%)




Appendix 5.5: Relationship Between Willingness to be Involved in Decision-Making and
Trade-Off Decision

Willingness to be Involved Trade-Off Decision
Accept Decline Don’t Know
Gambo Would become involved 7 7 1
(n=21) (n=15) (47%) (47%) (7%)
Would 1t become involved 3 3 0
(n=6) (50%) (50%) (0%)
Glovertown Would become involved 6 12 4
(n=26) (n=22) (27%) (55%) (18%)
Would )t become involved 1 3 0
(n=4) (25%) (75%) (7%)
S. Crossing Would become involved 7 13 2
(n=26) (n=22) (32%) (59%) (9%)
Would not become involved 3 1 0
(n=4) (75%) (25%) (0%)
Parsons Pond Would become involved 15 2 1
(n=30) (n=18) (83%) (11%) (6%)
Would »t become involved 10 0 2
(n=12) (83%) (0%) (17%)




Appendix 5.6: Comparison of Normalised Values by Participation, and Willingness to

Involved

Eco Anthro Apath
Gambo
STDEV 0.46 0.48 0.79
Involved 0.58 -0.03 -0.28
Not involved -0.31 0.02 0.15
G/town
STDEV 0.42 0.79 0.67
Involved -0.19 -0.14 -0.03
Not involved 0.20 0.15 0.04
S. Crossing
STDEV 0.45 0.89 0.54
Involved 0.33 -0.57 -0.40
Not involved -0.18 0.33 0.16
Parsons Pond
STDEV 0.33 0.62 0.50
Involved -0.15 0.17 -0.47
Not involved 0.04 -0.04 0.12

Participate

Willing to be Involved

Eco Anthro Apath
Gambo
STDEV 0.45 0.49 0.81
Would be
involved 0.13 0.00 0.10
Would not be
involved -0.35 -0.01 -0.27
G/town
STDEV 0.42 0.77 0.58
Would be
involved 0.05 0.06 0.02
Would not be
involved -0.20 -0.24 -0.07
S. Crossing
STDEV 0.45 0.90 0.52
Would be
involved 0.14 0.00 -0.24
Would not be
involved -0.73 0.03 1.27
Parsons Pond
STDEV 0.33 0.62 0.50
Would be
involved 0.11 0.38 0.01
Would not be
involved -0.22 -0.77 -0.01




Appendix 5.7: Relationship Between Perceptions of Sufficiency of Regulations and
-ade-Off Response

Percep 'n of Trade-Off Decision
Regulations Accept Decline Don’t know
Gambo Insufficient regulations 1 7 1
(n=10) (n=9) (11%) (78%) (11%)
Too much regulation 1 0 0
(n=1) (100%)
Glovertown Insufficient regulations 3 9 2
(n=14) (n=14) (21%) (64%) (14%)
Too much re Iation - - -
(n=0)
Steph. Crossing  Insufficient regulations 4 7 4
(n=17) (n=15) (27%) (47%) (27%)
Too much regulation 2 0 0
(n=2) (100%)
Parsons Pond Insufficient pgulations 8 1 2
(n=17) (n=11) (73%) (9%) (18%)
Too much re lation 4 1 1
(n=6) (67%) (17%) (17%)




Appendix 5.8: Relationship Betwes

Perceptions of Threats and Pressures and Trade-Off

Response

Perception of Pressures

Trade-Off Decision

Accept Decline Don’t Know
Gambo Specifically refer a perceived 3 2 0
(n=23) lack of pressure (n=5) (60%) (40%) (0%0)
No references to | ssures 7 3 0
(n=10) (70%) (30%) (0%)
References to pressures 1 6 1
(n=8) (13%) (75%) (13%)
Glovertown Specifically refer a perceived 1 3 1
(n=30) lack of pressure (n=5) (20%) (60%) (20%)
No references to| ‘:ssure etc 3 9 2
(n=14) (21%) (64%) (14%)
References to pressures 3 7 1
(n=11) (27%) (64%) (9%)
Steph. Crossing Specifically refer a perceived ] 2 0
(n=30) lack of pressure (n=3) (33%) (67%) (0%)
No references to | >ssure etc 8 10 3
(n=21) (38%) (48%) (14%)
References to pre ares 1 4 1
(n=6) (17%) (67%) (17%)
Parsons Pond Specifically refer a perceived 11 1 1
(n=30) lack of pressure( 13) (85%) (8%) (8%)
No references to 'ssure etce 6 1 1
(n=8) (75%) (13%) (13%)
References to pre uares 9 0 0
(n=9) (100%) (0%) (0%)




Appendix 5.9a): Comparison Between Normalised Value Scores of Hunters and Non-

Hunters

Eco Anth Apath
Gambo
STDEV 0.46 0.48 0.79
Non —hunters 0.01 0.01 -0.05
Hunters -0.02 -0.04 0.15
G'town
STDEV 042 0.79 0.67
Non-hunters -0.03 0.26 0.11
Hunters 0.07 -0.61 -0.25
Steph. Crossing
STDEV 0.45 0.89 0.54
Non-hunters 0.02 -0.12 -0.08
Hunters -0.09 0.71 0.30
Parsons Pond
STDEV 0.33 0.62 0.50
Non-hunters -0.97 -0.48 0.43
Hunters 0.49 0.24 -0.21

Appendix 5.9b): Comparison Between Normalised Value Scores of Hunters in Each

Community

Eco Anth Apath
STDEYV all
hunters 0.38 0.79 0.65
Gambo
hunters -0.42 -0.11 0.52
G'Town
hunters -0.45 -0.64 -0.22
SX hunters 0.07 0.88 -0.26
PP hunters 0.55 0.30 -0.01




Appendix 5.10 a)-1): Comparisons of Value Orientations of KDMP and ‘Sanctuary’ Users

a) KDMP users compared to all others b) *Sanctuary’ users comparcd to all others
Eco Anthro Apath Eco Anthro Apath
STDEV All STDEV All
individuals 0.43 0.71 0.67 individuals 0.43 0.71 0.67
Ave all 4.31 3.40 2.17 Ave all 4.31 3.40 2.17
KDMP -0.31 0.35 -0.01 Sanct. 0.29 -0.20 -0.76
Non KDMP 0.06 -0.05 0.00 Non Sanct. -0.05 0.04 0.13
c) KDMP users compared to others in d) Sanctuary users compared to others in
ilovertown Stephenville Crossing
Eco Anthro Apath Eco Anthro Apath
STDEV
GN 0.42 0.79 0.67 STDEV SX 0.45 0.89 0.54
Ave all GN 4 ) 3.36 2.20 Ave all SX 4.46 3.47 1.82
KDMP -0 3 0.37 -0.06 Sanct -0.05 -0.25 -0.29
Non
KDMP 0. 3 -0.31 0.08 Non Sanct 0.07 0.33 0.53
¢) KDMP users compared to other appreciative f) “Sanctuary’ users compared to other
users appreciative users
I > Anthro Apath Eco Anthro Apath
STDEV STDEV
App Users 0 > 0.77 0.60 App Users 0.45 0.77 0.60
Ave all Ave all
app. 4 ) 3.39 1.87 app. 4.40 3.39 1.87
KDMP -0.49 0.24 0.47 Sanct 0.09 -0.18 -0.35
Non
KDMP 0 3 -0.21 -0.41 Non Sanct -0.06 0.12 0.23













